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PREFACE. 


IT is ten years since this edition was first drafted. 
Various interruptions, of war and peace, have prevented 
me from finishing it till now, and I am bound to acknow- 
ledge the courtesy and patience of the editor and the 
publishers. During the ten years a number of valuable 
contributions to the subject have appeared. ОҒ these as 
well as of their predecessors I have endeavoured to take 
account; if I have not referred to them often, this has 
been due to no lack of appreciation, but simply because, 
in order to be concise and readable, I have found it 
necessary to abstain from offering any catena of opinions 
in this edition. The one justification for issuing another 
edition of Проѕ 'Epaíovs seemed to me to lie in a fresh 
point of view, expounded in the notes—fresh, that is, in 
an English edition. I am more convinced than ever 
that the criticism of this writing cannot hope to make 
any positive advance except from two negative con- 
clusions. Опе is, that the identity of the author and of 
his readers must be left in the mist where they already 
lay at the beginning of the second century when the 
guess-work, which is honoured as “ tradition," began. The 
other is, that the situation which called forth this remark- 
able piece of primitive Christian thought had nothing to do 
with any movement in contemporary Judaism. Тһе writer 
of IIpós Е Враіоиѕ knew no Hebrew, and his readers were 
in no sense ЕРВрайо. These may sound paradoxes. I 
agree with those who think they are axioms. At any 
ix 
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rate such is the point of view from which the present 
edition has been written ; it will explain why, for example, 
in the Introduction there is so comparatively small space 
devoted to the stock questions about authorship and date. 

One special reason for the delay in issuing the book 
has been the need of working through the materials 
supplied for the criticism of the text by von Soden's 
Schriften des Neuen Testaments (1913) and by some 
subsequent discoveries, and also the need of making a 
first-hand study of the Wisdom literature of Hellenistic 
Judaism as well as of Philo. Further, I did not feel 
justified in annotating IIpos 'Efpaíovs without reading 
through the scattered ethical and philosophical tracts 
and treatises of the general period, like the De Mundo 
and the remains of Teles and Musonius Rufus. 

“А commentary," as Dr. Johnson observed, “must arise 
from the fortuitous discoveries of many men in devious 
walks of literature." No one can leave the criticism of a 
work like Лроѕ 'Efpa(íovs after twelve years spent upon 
it, without feeling deeply indebted to such writers as 
Chrysostom, Calvin, Bleek, Riehm, and Riggenbach, who 
have directly handled it. But I owe much to some 
eighteenth-century writings, like L. C. Valckenaer's Scholia 
апа G. D. Kypke's Observationes Sacrae, as well as to 
other scholars who have lit up special points of inter- 
pretation indirectly. Where the critical data had been 
already gathered in fairly complete form, I have tried 
to exercise an independent judgment; also I hope some 
fresh ground has been broken here and there in ascertain- 
ing and illustrating the text of this early Christian 
masterpiece. 

JAMES MOFFATT. 


GLASGOW, IS/À February 1924. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


—— 


8 1. ORIGIN AND AIM. 


(1.) 

Бокімс the last quarter of the first century A.D. a little master- 
piece of religious thought began to circulate among some of the 
Christian communities. "The earliest trace of it appears towards 
the end of the century, in a pastoral letter sent by the church 
of Rome to the church of Corinth. Тһе authorship of this 
letter is traditionally assigned to a certain Clement, who 
probably composed it about the last decade of the century. 
Evidently he knew IIpós 'Efjpacovs (as we may, for the sake of 
convenience, call our writing); there are several almost verbal 
reminiscences (cp. Dr. A. J. Carlyle in ZZe New Testament in the 
Apostolic Fathers, рр. 44 f., where the evidence is sifted). This 
is beyond dispute, and proves that our writing was known at 
Rome during the last quarter of the first century. А fair speci- 
men of the indebtedness of Clement to our epistle may be seen 
іп a passage like the following, where I have underlined the 
allusions : 


3625 0s бу дтабуасма т< peyaXoovvys avrob, тосодто ме(бшу 
„кылу d қал ОВ жені ішіде С c ны аа adi hs 
ёстіу дуубАоу, бо» діафоротєроу ðvopa KexAnpovo- 
Иңкеу" уеураттал уар ovTws* 


ғ % / ғ 
б тобу TOUS dy yéXovs QUTOU туєїйдата, 


———M—————M——,.—4————r—- 
Kai TOUS ÀevTrOvpyoUs AVTOV TUPOS фФЛоуа. 


his 


2. 6 ^ ел э ^ v * е 6 » в 
еті д то vid а?то? о0тө5 еітеу 0 дєстотт 
e^? > ? 
010 ov EL OV, 
, / Р 
éyà oýuepov уєуєуитка. сє" 


» 3 , ^ x 6 ГА 20 % ? 
airnoot тар ёро?, kai dwow со, дит ттуу кАтроуошау 
соу kai тіру катасхесйу Gov та терата THS +1). 
4 
kai тадау Àéyet тр05 айтду” 
xiii 
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кабоу ёк бебаФу pov, 


INNEN AAO ХОЗУР, е , ^ ^ 
EWS ау 0o TOUS €xOpous gov vTOTÓO0t0V TOV тобау gov. 


, > € ? 7 € ^ ` 3 / ^ 
tives ойу oi éxÜpor; ot фа%Аог кай дутітасобиғуов тӘ 
GeAnpare афто. 


То this we may add a sentence from what precedes : 

36! 'Igcoü» Xpwróv тд» dpxcepéa 218 бууатай rois meipatouévois Bon- 
тфу mpocóopQrv Tv», Tov тровтбӛтур Qsan . . . 3! xaravojcare TÒV 
kal Вот0д» ris áaOevelas judy. дтботоХоу kal dpxtepéa тӯѕ duodoylas 

иф» ' Igaoüv. 


The same phrase occurs twice in later doxologies, діа тоф 
ápxtepéos Kat тростатоу (тфу wvxàv pav, 613) (7шӛу, 641) 'Inoot 
Xpiorod. There is no convincing proof that Ignatius or 
Polykarp used IIpós 'Efjpacovs, but the so-called Epistle of 
Barnabas contains some traces of it (e.g. in 49 556 and 617-19), 
Barnabas is a second-rate interpretation of the ОТ ceremonial 
system, partly on allegorical lines, to warn Christians against 
having anything to do with Judaism ; its motto might be taken 
from 36 tva py тросрпоосфияба às простото, (7.7. émjAvro)) т® 
ékeivov ибро. Іп the homily called 2 Clement our writing is 
freely employed, e.g. in 

116 Gore, dóeAQol pov, ui) Óupvxà- 10% қатехшиеу Thy duoroylay т? 
uev, Ма Әлтісартез Vropelvwyev, va ӨАтібов dx, miords yap 6 етагүуеі- 
wal тд» шодди Komiowpeda, тіст05 YAP — Aánevos. ee a) os 
dori 6 етагууеӘддеуов Tas ávruuc0las ^ 
длтобіббуал Exdoty Ерушу атой. 








16 drobéuevor éxetvo 8 wepixelucda 12! тособто» Éxovres терікеішерор 
védos тр ауто? Oehoe nity védos papripwr, byxov йттобёдєро! 
ГИ” mávra. | dii 

164 тровеух) ё ёк каХАй% avvet- 1318 тровейхесде тері judy’ mrec06- 
дўсеш5. ~ pela үйр ӛт каў» guvelónoiv Ёхоцєу, 


"It seems difficult, in view of the verbal coincidences, to 
resist the conclusion that the language of 2 Clement is un- 
consciously influenced by that of Hebrews" (Dr. A. J. Carlyle 
in Zhe New Testament іп the Apostolic Fathers, p. 126). As 
2 Clement is, in all likelihood, a product either of the Roman 
or of the Alexandrian church, where [pos ‘EBpacovs was early 
appreciated, this becomes doubly probable. 

There is no reason why Justin Martyr, who had lived at 
Rome, should not have known it; but the evidence for his use 
of it (see on 3! 114 etc.) is barely beyond dispute. Hermas, 
however, knew it; the SZepherd shows repeated traces of it (cf. 
Zahn's edition, pp. 439 f). It was read in the North African 
church, as Tertullian’s allusion proves (see p. xvii), and with par- 
ticular interest in the Alexandrian church, even before Clement 
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wrote (cp. p. xviii). Clement’s use of it is unmistakable, though 
he does not show any sympathy with its ideas about sacrifice.} 
Naturally a thinker like Marcion ignored it, though why it shared 
with First Peter the fate of exclusion from the Muratorian canon 
is inexplicable. However, the evidence of the second century 
upon the whole is sufficient to show that it was being widely 
circulated and appreciated as an edifying religious treatise, 
canonical or not. 
(ii.) 


By this time it had received the title of IIpós '"Efpacovs. 
Whatever doubts there were about the authorship, the writing 
never went under any title except this in the later church ; which 
proves that, though not original, the title must be early. 
‘EBpato.? was intended to mean Jewish Christians. Those who 
affixed this title had no idea of its original destination; other- 
wise they would have chosen a local term, for the writing is 
obviously intended for a special community. They were struck 
by the interest of the writing in the OT sacrifices and priests, 
however, and imagined in a superficial way that it must have 
been addressed to Jewish Christians. ‘E@patoe was still an 
archaic equivalent for озбай; and those who called our writing 
IIpós ‘EBpaiovs must have imagined that it had been originally 
meant for Jewish (е. Hebrew-speaking) Christians in Palestine, 
or, in a broader sense, for Christians who had been born in 
Judaism. Тһе latter is more probable. Where the title origin- 
ated we cannot say; the corresponding description of 1 Peter 
as ad gentes originated іп the Western church, but IIpós “Е ра(оуе 
is common both to the Western and the Eastern churches. 
The very fact that so vague and misleading a title was added, 
proves that by the second century all traces of the original 
destination of the writing had been lost. It is, like the Ad 
Familiares of Cicero's correspondence, one of the erroneous 
titles in ancient literature, * hardly more than a reflection of the 
impression produced on an early copyist " (W. Robertson Smith). 
The reason why the original destination had been lost sight of, 
was probably the fact that it was a small household church—not 
one of the great churches, but a more limited circle, which may 
have become merged in the larger local church as time went on. 
Had it been sent, for example, to any large church like that at 
Rome or Alexandria, there would have been neither the need 

1 Cp. R. B. Tollington's Clement of Alexandria, vol. ii. pp. 225f. 

2 [t is quite impossible to regard it as original, in an allegorical sense, as 
though the writer, like Philo, regarded 6 'Efpaios as the typical believer who, 
& second Abraham, migrated or crossed from the sensuous to the spiritual 


world. Тһе writer never alludes to Abraham in this connexion ; indeed he 
never uses ' EBpa?os at all. 
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nor the opportunity for changing the title (о IIpós ‘EBpatovs. 
Our writing is not a manifesto to Jewish Christians in general, 
or to Palestinian Jewish Christians, as zpós “Efpatovs would 
imply; indeed it is not addressed to Jewish Christians at all. 
Whoever were its original readers, they belonged to a definite, 
local group or circle. That is the first inference from the writing 
itself; the second is, that they were not specifically Jewish 
Christians. The canonical title has had an unfortunate influence 
upon the interpretation of the writing (an influence which is still 
felt in some quarters). It has been responsible for the idea, 
expressed in a variety of forms, that the writer 15 addressing 
Jewish Christians in Palestine or elsewhere who were tempted, 
e.g., by the war of A.D. 66-70, to fall back into Judaism; and 
even those who cannot share this view sometimes regard the 
readers as swayed by some hereditary associations with their 
old faith, tempted by the fascinations of a ritual, outward system 
of religion, to give up the spiritual messianism of the church. 
All such interpretations are beside the point. Тһе writer never 
mentions Jews or Christians. Не views his readers without any 
distinction of this kind; to him they are in danger of relapsing, 
but there is not a suggestion that the relapse is into Judaism, or 
that he is trying to wean them from a preoccupation with Jewish 
religion. Не never refers to the temple, any more than to cir- 
cumcision. It is the tabernacle of the pentateuch which interests 
him, and all his knowledge of the Jewish ritualis gained from the 
LXX and later tradition. Тһе LXX is for him and his readers 
the codex of their religion, the appeal to which was cogent, 
for Gentile Christians, in the early church. А5 Christians, his 
readers accepted the LXX as their bible. It was superfluous to 
argue for it; he could argue from it, as Paul had done, as a 
writer like Clement of Rome did afterwards. How much the 
LXX meant to Gentile Christians, may be seen in the case of a 
man like Tatian, for example, who explicitly declares that he 
owed to reading of the OT his conversion to Christianity (42 
Graecos, 29). It is true that our author, in arguing that Christ 
had to suffer, does not appeal to the LXX. But this is an 
idiosyncrasy, which does not affect the vital significance of the 
LXX prophecies. Тһе Christians to whom he was writing had 
learned to appreciate their LXX as an authority, by their mem- 
bership in the church. "Their danger was not an undervaluing 
of the LXX as authoritative; it was a moral and mental danger, 
which the writer seeks to meet by showing how great their re- 
ligion was intrinsically. This he could only do ultimately by 
assuming that they admitted the appeal to their bible, just as they 
admitted the divine Sonship of Jesus. There may have been 
Christians of Jewish birth among his readers; but he addresses 
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his circle, irrespective of their origin, as all members of the 
People of God, who accept the Book of God. "The writing, in 
short, might have been called ad gentes as aptly as First Peter, 
which also describes Gentile Christians as ó Aaós, the People 
(cp. on 217. The readers were not in doubt of their religion. 
Its basis was unquestioned. What the trouble was, in their case, 
was no theoretical doubt about the codex or the contents of 
Christianity, but a practical failure to be loyal to their principles, 
which the writer seeks to meet by recalling them to the full mean- 
ing and responsibility of their faith; naturally he takes them 
to the common ground of the sacred LXX. 

We touch here the question of the writer's aim. But, before 
discussing this, a word must be said about the authorship. 

Had IIgós '"Efpalovs been addressed to Jews, the title would have been 
intelligible. Not only was there а [evva]yey?; Efp[aíev] at Corinth (cp. 
Deissmann’s Light from the East, pp. 13, 14), but a cvvaywyn AiBpévv at Rome 
(cp. Schürer's Geschichte des /йа. Volkes, iti. 46). Among the Jewish 
guvaywyai mentioned іп the Roman epitaphs (cp. N. Müllers Dire 7zazseAe 
Katakombe am Monteverde zu Rom . . ., Leipzig, 1012, pp. 110f.), there 
is one of 'Egpéot, which Müller explains as in contrast to the synagogue of 
** vernaclorum " (BepydxAot, BeprakMjotot), 7.е. resident Jews as opposed to 
immigrants ; though it seems truer, with E. Bormann (JVzener Studien, 1912, 
рр. 353f.), to think of some Kultgemeinde which adhered to the use of 
Hebrew, or which, at any rate, was of Palestinian origin or connexion. 


(iii.) 

The knowledge of who the author was must have disappeared 
as soon as the knowledge of what the church was, for whom he 
wrote. Who wrote IIpos ‘EBpaiovs? We know as little of this 
as we do of the authorship of Zhe Whole Duty of Man, that 
seventeenth-century classic of English piety. Conjectures sprang 
up, early in the second century, but by that time men were no 
wiser than we are. Тһе mere fact that some said Barnabas, 
some Paul, proves that the writing had been circulating among 
the adespota. It was perhaps natural that our writing should 
be assigned to Barnabas, who, as a Levite, might be sup- 
posed to take a special interest in the ritual of the temple— 
the very reason which led to his association with the later 
Epistle of Barnabas. Also, he was called viós zapaxAyjcews 
(Ас 43), which seemed to tally with He 137? (rov Aóyov rijs 
mapakAnoews), just as the allusion to “beloved” in Ps 127? 
(=2 S 12%4f) was made to justify the attribution of the psalm 
to king Solomon. Тһе difficulty about applying 2? to a man 
like Barnabas was overlooked, and in North Africa, at any rate, 
the (Roman?) tradition of his authorship prevailed, as Tertullian’s 
words in de pudicitia 20 show: “volo ex redundantia alicuius 
etiam comitis apostolorum testimonium superinducere, idoneum 
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confirmandi de proximo jure disciplinam magistrorum. Extat 
enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos, adeo satis auctoritati 
viri, ut quem Paulus juxta se constituerit in abstinentiae tenore : 
*aut ego solus et Barnabas non habemus hoc operandi potes- 
tatem ?’ (т Co 95). Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola 
Barnabae illo apocrypho Pastore moechorum. Мопепѕ itaque 
discipulos, omissis omnibus initiis, ad perfectionem magis tendere," 
etc. (quoting He 6%), What appeals to Tertullian in NOS 
"Ef patovs 15 its uncompromising denial of any second repentance. 
His increasing sympathy with the Montanists had led him to 
take a much less favourable view of the Shepherd of Hermas 
than he had once entertained; he now contrasts its lax tone 
with the rigour of IIpós ‘EBpatovs, and seeks to buttress his 
argument on this point by insisting as much as he can on the 
authority of Прбе '"Effpatovs as a production of the apostolic 
Barnabas. Where this tradition originated we cannot tell. 
Tertullian refers to it as a fact, not as an oral tradition; he 
may have known some MS of the writing with the title Bapváfja 
mpos ‘EGpaious (етаотоХл)), and this may have come from Montanist 
circles in Asia Minor, as Zahn suggests. But all this is guessing 
in the dark about a guess in the dark. 

Since Paul was the most considerable letter-writer of the 
primitive church, it was natural that in some quarters this 
anonymous writing should be assigned to him, as was done 
apparently in the Alexandrian church, although even there 
scholarly readers felt qualms at an early period, and endeavoured 
to explain the idiosyncrasies of style by supposing that some 
disciple of Paul, like Luke, translated it from Hebrew into 
Greek. This Alexandrian tradition of Paul's authorship was 
evidently criticized in other quarters, and the controversy drew 
from Origen the one piece of enlightened literary criticism which 
the early discussions produced. “Ort ó ҳарактђр тӯѕ Aé£ews THs 
mpos “Efpaiouvs етсуеурарреуе ёпистоћ) оюк ёує TO еу Луо 
і(биютікбу той дтостоХоу, биоХоу)саутов éavróv ібіштту eivat TO 
Абу (2 Co 116), rouréote т) фрасє, алла естіу 3) ётістоћ) 
оәубесе тїз Aéfeos “EXAnvixwtépa, was 6 етиотдиеуов кріуєи 
фрасеоу Stadopas dportoyyoat dv, тау те ad OTL та озата, 
т) ётїттоАл}<$ даурасча. оти, Kai ov бе/тера тфу áTO0GcTOÀLKOV 
bpodoyoupevev ypappárov, кай TOUTO йу videat eivat 0Х16% mâs 
0 тросехыу тї] йуоууште! тї йтоотолакт}, 2... Еу» бё åmopavó- 
pevos єітоци йу От Ta pèv уо)мата то? E есті), 7) 0% 
фрбочв koi 7) cvvGects атомууиоуегоаут08 Tivos TA Я Kat 
фотереі охолиоураффсаут0< Tivos та «ірудеуа Ўто тоў didacKadov. 
el tus оду éxxAnoia éyev тойтуу THY етастоАфу ws Пабло, айту 
ейбокцивіто kai еті TOUTW. оф yàp eiki ot ápxator avdpes òs ПалХоу 
айту тарадедшкат Tis Oc 6 ypáyas THY етастоАФу, то меу 4Алу®ё$ 


INTRODUCTION XIX 


eds о1беу (quoted by Eusebius, Æ. Æ. vi. 25. 11-14).! Origen is 
too good a scholar to notice the guess that 1t was a translation 
from Hebrew, but he adds, т) 0 «іс ?jpás фбасаса історіа, ®тб 
тушу меу Aeyóvrov, OTL КӚӘз|м/6 ó уеудивуов ётїткото$ "Pogatov 
(ypaye Tiv ётістоАу, 0тб тушу dé От: Aovküs 0 ypawas тӧ 
evayyeAtov каї tas Прабав. Тһе idea that Clement of Rome 
wrote it was, of course, an erroneous deduction from the echoes 
of it in his pages, almost as unfounded as the notion that Luke 
wrote 1t, either independently or as an amanuensis of Paul—a 
view probably due ultimately to the explanation of how his 
gospel came to be an apostolic, canonical work. Origen yields 
more to the “ Pauline" interpretation of Про< “ЕВраоуе than is 
legitimate; but, like Erasmus at a later day,? he was living in 
an environment where the ‘ Pauline” tradition was almost а 
note of orthodoxy. Even his slight scruples failed to keep the 
question open. In the Eastern church, any hesitation soon 
passed away, and the scholarly scruples of men like Clement of 
Alexandria and Origen made no impression on the church at 
large. It is significant, for example, that when even Eusebius 
comes to give his own opinion (/Z.E. iii. 38. 2), he alters the 
hypothesis about Clement of Rome, and makes him merely 
the translator of a Pauline Hebrew original, not the author 
of a Greek original. As a rule, however, IIpós 'Efpatovzs was 
accepted as fully Pauline, and passed into the NT canon of the 
Asiatic, the Egyptian, and the Syriac churches without question. 
In the Syriac canon of A.D. 400 (text as in Souter's Text and 
Canon of NT, p. 226), indeed, it stands next to Romans in 
the list of Paul's epistles (see below, 8 4).  Euthalius, it is true, 
about the middle of the fifth century, argues for it in a way 
that indicates a current of opposition still flowing in certain 
quarters, but ecclesiastically IIpós 'Efjpacovs in the East as a 
Pauline document could defy doubts. Тһе firm conviction of 
the Eastern church as a whole comes out in a remark like that 
of Apollinarius the bishop of Laodicea, towards the close of the 
fourth century: то? уеураттав бт: характтүр TTL тїз ?тостасеов 
ô vids, тара тф ámocTróÀo llavAo еу ту mpos “EBpaiovs. Oix 
еккАуочаСето. "Аф ob xatyyyéAy то «Фауудиоу Христо, IIasAov 
civar тетістеотаы ту émuo Tox) (Dial. de sancta Trin. 922). 

It was otherwise іп the Western church, where IIpós “Е ра(оу< 
was for long either read simply as an edifying treatise, or, if 
regarded as canonical, assigned to some anonymous apostolic 


1 There is a parallel to the last words in the scoffing close of an epigram 
іп the Greek Anthology (ix. 135) : 'ypáye «s ; olde 0cós* rivos etvekev ; olde xal 
aurés. 

2 ** Ut a stilo Pauli, quod ad phrasin attinet, longe lateque discrepat, ita 
ad spiritum ac pectus Paulinum vehementer accedit. ” 
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writer rather than to Paul. Possibly the use made of [pos 
"Efpaíovs by the Montanists and the Novatians, who welcomed 
its denial of a second repentance, compromised it in certain 
quarters. Besides, the Roman church had never accepted the 
Alexandrian tradition of Paul’s authorship. Hence, even when, 
on its merits, it was admitted to the canon, there was a strong 
tendency to treat it as anonymous, as may be seen, for example, 
іп Augustine's references. Once in the canon, however, it 
gradually acquired a Pauline prestige, and, as Greek scholar- 
ship faded, any scruples to the contrary became less and less 
intelligible. It was not till the study of Greek revived 
again, at the dawn of the Reformation, that the question was 
reopened. 

The data in connexion with the early fortunes of IIpós 'Efpaíovs in church 
history belong to text-books on the Canon, like Zahn's Geschichte d. NT 
Kanons, і. 283 f., 577 f., ii. 160f., 358f. ; Leipoldt's Geschichte d. NT Kanons, 


i. рр. 188f., 219f.; and Jacquier’s Le Nouveau Testament dans L'Eglise 
Chrétienne, 1. (1911). 


Few characters mentioned in the NT have escaped the 
attention of those who have desired in later days to identify 
the author of IIpós 'Efjpaéovs. Apollos, Peter, Philip, Silvanus, 
and even Prisca have been suggested, besides Aristion, the 
alleged author of Mk 169%, I have summarized these views 
elsewhere (Zu£rod. to Lit. of NT.*, pp. 438—442), and it is super- 
fluous here to discuss hypotheses which are in the main due to 
an irrepressible desire to construct NT romances. Perhaps our 
modern pride resents being baffled by an ancient document, but 
it is better to admit that we are not yet wiser on this matter 
than Origen was, seventeen centuries ago. Тһе author of IIpós 
"EBpatovs cannot be identified with any figure known to us in 
the primitive Christian tradition. Не left great prose to some 
little clan of early Christians, but who they were and who he 
was, TO меу dÀx0és Geds ойеу. To us he is a voice and no more. 
The theory which alone explains the conflicting traditions is that 
for a time the writing was circulated as an anonymous tract. 
Only on this hypothesis can the simultaneous emergence of 
the Barnabas and the Paul traditions in different quarters be 
explained, as well as the persistent tradition in the Roman 
church that it was anonymous. Ав Zahn sensibly concludes, 
“those into whose hands Проѕ “EBpatovs came either looked 
upon it as an anonymous writing from ancient apostolic times, or 
else resorted to conjecture. If Paul did not write it, they 
thought, then it must have been composed by some other 
prominent teacher of the apostolic church. Barnabas was such 
a man.” In one sense, it was fortunate that the Pauline 
hypothesis prevailed so early and so extensively, for apart from 
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this help it might have been difficult for IIpós '"Efjpatovs to win 
or to retain its place іп the canon. But even when it had been 
lodged securely inside the canon, some Western churchmen still 
clung for a while to the old tradition of its anonymity,! although 
they could do no more than hold this as a pious opinion. 
The later church was right in assigning Hpòs 'Efpaíovs a 
canonical position. The original reasons might be erroneous 
or doubtful, but even in the Western church, where they con- 
tinued to be questioned, there was an increasing indisposition 
to challenge their canonical result. 


(iv.) 


Thrown back, in the absence of any reliable tradition, upon 
the internal evidence, we can only conclude that the writer was 
one of those personalities in whom the primitive church was 
more rich than we sometimes realize. “ 51 l'on a pu comparer 
saint Paul à Luther,” says Ménégoz, “nous comparerions 
volontiers l'auteur de l'Epitre aux Hébreux а Mélanchthon." 
He was a highly trained бібаскаДХов, perhaps a Jewish Christian, 
who had imbibed the philosophy of Alexandrian Judaism before 
his conversion, a man of literary culture and deep religious 
feeling. Не writes to what is apparently a small community or 
circle of Christians, possibly one of the household-churches, to 
which he was attached. For some reason or another he was 
absent from them, and, although he hopes to rejoin them before 
long, he feels moved to send them this letter (1328) to rally 
them. It is possible to infer from 137% (see note) that they 
belonged to Italy ; in any case, IIpós “ЕЗраіоу was written either 
to or from some church in Italy. Beyond the fact that the 
writer and his readers had been evangelized by some of the 
disciples of Jesus (2% 4), we know nothing more about them. 
The words in 28 * do not mean that they belonged to the second 
generation, of course, in a chronological sense, for such words 
would have applied to the converts of any mission during the 
first thirty years or so after the crucifixion, and the only other 
inference to be drawn, as to the date, is from passages like ro??f. 
and 137, viz. that the first readers of Прбе 'Efjpaíovs were not 
neophytes; they had lived through some rough experiences, and 
indeed their friend expects from them a maturity of experience 
and intelligence which he is disappointed to miss (511); also, 

1 According to Professor Souter (Text and Canon of NT, p. 190) the 
epistle is ignored by the African Canon (с. 360), Optatus of Mileue in 
Numidia (370-385), the Acts of the Donatist Controversy, Zeno of Verona, 
an African by birth, and Foebadius of Agen (ob. post 392), while “ Ambrosi- 


aster” (fourth century?) ‘‘uses the work as canonical, but always as an 
anonymous work.” 
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their original leaders have died, probably as martyrs (cp. on 137). 
For these and other reasons, a certain sense of disillusionment 
had begun to creep over them. Ipòs 'Efjpaíovs is а Абуов 
таракАзоевв, to steady and rally people who are zrepalopevor, 
their temptation being to renounce God, or at least to hesitate 
and retreat, to relax the fibre of loyal faith, as if God were too 
difficult to follow in the new, hard situation. Once, at the 
outset of their Christian career, they had been exposed to mob- 
rioting (109?*), when they had suffered losses of property, for the 
sake of the gospel, and also the loud jeers and sneers which 
pagans and Jews alike heaped sometimes upon the disciples. 
This they had borne manfully, in the first glow of their en- 
thusiasm. Now, the more violent forms of persecution had 
apparently passed; what was left was the dragging experience 
of contempt at the hand of outsiders, the social ostracism and 
shame, which were threatening to take the heart out of them. 
Such was their rough, disconcerting environment. Unless an 
illegitimate amount of imagination is applied to the internal data, 
they cannot be identified with what is known of any community 
in the primitive church, so scanty is our information. Least of 
all is it feasible to connect them with the supposed effects of the 
Jewish rebellion which culminated іп A.D. 7o. TIpds 'Efjpacovs 
cannot be later than about A.D. 85, as the use of it in Clement 
of Rome's epistle proves; how much earlier it is, we cannot 
say, but the controversy over the Law, which marked the Pauline 
phase, is evidently over. 


Itis perhaps not yet quite superfluous to point out that the use of the 
present tense (e.g. in 79 20 831. 0%. 1319) is no clue to the date, as though this 
implied that the Jewish temple was still standing. The writer is simply 
using the historic present of actions described in scripture. It is a literary 
method which is common in writings long after A.D. 70, e.g. in Josephus, 
who observes (с. Apion, 1. 7) that any priest who violates a Mosaic regulation 
amnyopevTat phre rois Bwuots торіпстасбае phre ueréxew THs AAAns üyioTelas 
(so Ant. 111. б. 7-12, xiv. 2. 2, etc.). Clement of Rome similarly writes as 
though the Mosaic ritual were still in existence (40-41, TY yap ápx«epet luas 
AetToupylac dedouévar elalv . . . kal Aevtrais iai dtaxovlar етікеутсі . . . 
mpocóépovrat Ovolar еу ‘Tepovcadhu uóvp), and the author of the Æp. ad 
Diognet. 3 writes that ol д ye досіасѕ aórq дг aluaros kal xvlons kal бћокауто- 
uáTov ётїтє\єїў olduevot kal ravrats Tats reuais avrov "yepalpew, ovdév por 
doxovot dtadépery Trav els та кофӣ THY айту évüevvuévov duXoruuíav, The 
idea that the situation of the readers was in any way connected with the crisis 
of A.D. 66-70 in Palestine is unfounded. IIpds 'Egpaíovs has nothing to do 
with the Jewish temple, nor with Palestinian Christians. There is not a 
syllable in the writing which suggests that either the author or his readers 
had any connexion with or interest in the contemporary temple and ritual of 
Judaism; their existence mattered as little to his idealist method of argu- 
ment as their abolition. When he observes (813) that the old д‹адўку was 
éyyos dgavicuod, all he means is that the old régime, superseded now by 
Jesus, was decaying even in Jeremiah's age. 
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(у.) 


The object of IIpós ‘ЕВраѓоѕ may be seen from а brief 
analysis of its contents. Тһе writer opens with a stately para- 
graph, introducing the argument that Jesus Christ as the Son of 
God is superior (креіттоу) to angels, in the order of revelation 
(11—218), and this, not in spite of but because of his incarnation 
and sufferings. Не is also superior (крвіттоу) even to Moses 
(31-64), as a Son is superior to a servant. Instead of pursuing 
the argument further, the writer then gives an impressive bible 
reading on the gsth psalm, to prove that the People of God 
have still assured to them, if they will only have faith, the divine 
Rest іп the world to come (399—413). Resuming his argument, 
the writer now begins to show how Jesus as God's Son 1s superior 
to the Aaronic high priest (414-519). This is the heart of his 
subject, and he stops for a moment to rouse the attention of his 
readers (511—620) before entering upon the high theme. By а 
series of skilful transitions he has passed on from the Person of 
the Son, which is uppermost in chs. 1-4, to the Priesthood 
of the Son, which dominates chs. 7-8. Jesus as High Priest 
mediates a superior (крєіттоу) order of religion or dca6y«n than 
that under which Aaron and his successors did their work for the 
People of God, and access to God, which is the supreme need of 
men, is now secured fully and finally by the relation of Jesus to 
God, in virtue of his sacrifice (670-819) The validity of this 
sacrifice is then proved (91-1019); it is absolutely efficacious, as 
no earlier sacrifice of victims could be, in securing forgiveness 
and fellowship for man. The remainder of the writing (1019-1374) 
is a series of impressive appeals for constancy. The first (101%?) 
is a skilful blend of encouragement and warning. Не then 
appeals to the fine record of his readers (108), bidding them be 
worthy of their own past, and inciting them to faith in God by 
reciting a great roll-call of heroes and heroines belonging to God's 
People in the past, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs (111-50). 
He further kindles their imagination and conscience by holding 
up Jesus as the Supreme Leader of all the faithful (1213), even 
along the path of suffering; besides, he adds (12411), suffering 
is God's discipline for those who belong to his household. То 
prefer the world (1212-17) is to incur a fearful penalty; the one 
duty for us is to accept the position of fellowship with God, ina . 
due spirit of awe and grateful confidence (121%). A brief note 
of some ethical duties follows (131-7), with a sudden warning 
against some current tendencies to compromise their spiritual 
religion (13919) А postscript (131724), with some personalia, 
ends the epistle. 

It is artificial to divide up a writing of this kind, which is not 
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a treatise on theology, and I have therefore deliberately abstained 
from introducing any formal divisions and subdivisions in the 
commentary. ‘The flow of thought, with its turns and windings, 
is best followed from point to point. So far as the general plan 
goes, it is determined by the idea of the finality of the Christian 
revelation in Jesus the Son of God. This is brought out (A) by 
a proof that he is superior to angels (11-218) and Moses (1:64), 
followed by the special exhortation of 395—413, "Thus far it is 
what may be termed the Personality of the Son which is discussed. 
Next (B) comes the Son as High Priest (414-778), including the 
parenthetical exhortation of 511-6?» Тһе (C) Sacrifice of this 
High Priest in his Sanctuary then (81-1019) is discussed, each of 
the three arguments, which are vitally connected, laying stress 
from one side or another upon the absolute efficacy of the 
revelation. This is the dominant idea of the writing, and it 
explains the particular line which tbe writer strikes out. He 
takes a very serious view of the position of his friends and 
readers. They are disheartened and discouraged for various 
reasons, some of which are noted in the course of the epistle. 
There is the strain of hardship, the unpleasant experience of 
being scoffed at, and the ordinary temptations of immorality, 
which may bring them, if they are not careful, to the verge of 
actual apostasy. The writer appears to feel that the only way to 
save them from ruining themselves is to put before them the 
fearful and unsuspected consequences of their failure. Hence 
three times over the writer draws a moving picture of the fate 
which awaits apostates and renegades (6% 1026. 1215). But the 
special line of argument which he adopts in 5-1018 must be 
connected somehow with the danger in which he felt his friends 
involved, and this is only to be explained if we assume that their 
relaxed interest in Christianity arose out of an imperfect concep- 
tion of what Jesus meant for their faith. Не offers no theoretical 
disquisition ; it is to reinforce and deepen their conviction of the 
place of Jesus in religion, that he argues, pleads, and warns, 
dwelling on the privileges and responsibilities of the relationship 
in which Jesus had placed them. АП the help they needed, all 
the hope they required, lay in the access to God mediated by 
Jesus, if they would only realize it. 

This is what makes the writing of special interest. In the 
first place (2) the author is urged by a practical necessity to 
think out his faith, or rather to state the full content of his faith, 
for the benefit of his readers. Their need puts him on his 
mettle. “ Опе chose surtant,” says Anatole France, “donne le 
l'attrait à la pensée des hommes: c'est l'inquiétude. Un esprit 
qui n'est point anxieux m'irrite ou m'ennuie." Іп a sense all 
the NT writers are spurred by this anxiety, but the author 
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of IIpós “EBpatovs pre-eminently. It is not anxiety about his 
personal faith, nor about the prospects of Christianity, but about 
the loyalty of those for whom he feels himself responsible ; his 
very certainty of the absolute value of Christianity makes him 
anxious when he sees his friends ready to give it up, anxious on 
their behalf, and anxious to bring out as lucidly and persuasively 
as possible the full meaning of the revelation of God in Jesus. 
What he writes is not a theological treatise in co!d blood, but 
a statement of the faith, alive with practical interest. The 
situation of his readers has stirred his own mind, and he bends 
all his powers of thought and emotion to rally them. There is a 
vital urgency behind what he writes for his circle. But (4), more 
than this, the form into which he throws his appeal answers to 
the situation of his readers. He feels that the word for them is 
the absolute worth of Jesus as the Son of God; it is to bring 
this out that he argues, in the middle part of his epistle, so 
elaborateiv and anxiously about the priesthood and sacrifice of 
Jesus. The idealistic conception of the two spheres, the real 
and eternal, апа the phenomenal (which is the mere ск and 
imdderypa, а mapaBody, an аутітутоу of the former), is applied to 
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, which inaugurates and realizes the 
eternal д‹абэујку between God and man. In a series of contrasts, 
ne brings out the superiority of this revelation to the OT &абзк») 
with its cultus. But not because the contemporary form of the 
latter had any attractions for his readers. It is with the archaic 
скл) described in the OT that he deals, in order to elucidate 
the final value of Jesus and his sacrifice under the new д‹абукт, 
which was indeed the real and eternal one. То readers like his 
friends, with an imperfect sense of all that was contained in their 
faith, һе says, “Come back to your bible, and see how fully it 
suggests the positive value of Jesus." Christians were finding 
Christ in the LXX, especially his sufferings in the prophetic 
scriptures, but our author falls back on the pentateuch and the 
psalter especially to illustrate the commanding position of Jesus 
as the Son of God іп the eternal éta6yxy, and the duties as well 
as the privileges of living under such a final revelation, where 
the purpose and the promises of God for his People are realized 
as they could not be under the OT dta6yxn. Why the writer 
concentrates upon the priesthood and sacrifice of Jesus in this 
eternal order of things, is due in part to his general conception 
of religion (see pp. xliiif.) For him there could be no religion 
without a priest. But this idea is of direct service to his readers, 
as he believes. Hence the first mention of Jesus as dpxtepevs 
occurs as a reason for loyalty and confidence (2f). Nothing 
is more practical in religion than an idea, a relevant idea power- 
fully urged. When the writer concentrates for a while upon 
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this cardinal idea of Jesus as dpxtepevs, therefore, it is because 
nothing can be more vital, he thinks, for his friends than to show 
them the claims and resources of their faith, disclosing the 
rich and real nature of God's revelation to them in his Son. 
Access to God, confidence in God, pardon for sins of the past, 
and hope for the future—all this is bound up with the àa05«» of 
Christ, and the writer reveals it between the lines of the LXX, 
to which as members of the People of God his friends naturally 
turned for instruction and revelation. This бабукт, he argues, 
15 far superior to the earlier one, as the Son of God is superior to 
angels and to Moses himself; nay more, it is superior in efficacy, 
as the real is superior to its shadowy outline, for the sacrifice 
which underlies any àa85«« is fulfilled in Christ as it could not 
be under the levitical cultus. "The function of Christ as high 
priest is to mediate the direct access of the People to God, and 
all this has been done so fully and finally that Christians have 
simply to avail themselves of its provisions for their faith and 
need. 

What the writer feels called upon to deal with, therefore, is 
not any sense of disappointment in his readers that they had not 
an impressive ritual or an outward priesthood, nor any hankering 
after such in contemporary Judaism ; it is а failure to see that 
Christianity is the absolute religion, a failure which is really 
responsible for the unsatisfactory and even the critical situation 
of the readers. To meet this need, the writer argues as well as 
exhorts. Не seeks to show from the LXX how the Christian 
faith alone fulfils the conditions of real religion, and as he 
knows no other religion than the earlier phase in Israel, he takes 
common ground with his readers on the LXX record of the first 
6.a8:)k1, in order to let them see even there the implications and 
anticipations of the higher. 

But while the author never contemplates any fusion of 
Christianity with Jewish legalism, and while the argument betrays 
no trace of Jewish religion as a competing attraction for the 
readers, it might be argued that some speculative Judaism had 
affected the mind of the readers. Мо basis for this can be 
found in 13%. Yet if there were any proselytes among the 
readers, they may have felt the fascination of the Jewish system, 
as those did afterwards who are warned by Ignatius (ad Philad. 
б, etc.), “ Better listen to Christianity from a circumcised Chris- 
tian than to Judaism from one uncircumcised.” “It is mon- 
strous to talk of Jesus Christ and tovdailev” (ad Magnes. то). 
This interpretation was put forward by Haring (Studien und 
Kritiken, 1891, рр. 589f.), and it has been most ingeniously 
argued by Professor Purdy (Exfosifor?, xix. pp. 123-139), who 
thinks that the emphasis upon “Jesus” means that the readers 
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were exposed to the seductions of a liberal Judaism which offered 
an escape from persecution and other difficulties by presenting 
a Christ who was spiritual, divorced from history; that this 
liberal, speculative Judaism came forward as “а more developed 
and perfected type of religion than Christianity”; and that, 
without being legalistic, it claimed to be a traditional, ritualistic 
faith, which was at once inward and ceremonial. The objection 
to such interpretations,! however, is that they explain ignotum 
per ignotius. We know little or nothing of such liberal Judaism 
in the first century, any more than of a tendency on the part of 
Jewish Christians to abandon Christianity about A.D. 70 for their 
ancestral faith. Indeed any influence of Jewish propaganda, 
ritualistic or latitudinarian, must be regarded as secondary, at 
the most, in the situation of the readers as that is to be inferred 
from IIpós Е ра(оче itself. When we recognize the real method 
and aim of the writer, it becomes clear that he was dealing with 
a situation which did not require any such influence to account 
for it. The form taken by his argument is determined by the 
conception, or rather the misconception, of the faith entertained 
by his friends; and this in turn is due not to any political or 
racial factors, but to social and mental causes, such as are 
sufficiently indicated in IIpós 'Efjpa(ovs itself. Had the danger 
been a relapse into Judaism of any kind, it would have implied 
a repudiation of Jesus Christ as messiah and divine—the very 
truth which the writer can assume! What he needs to do is not 
to defend this, but to develop it. 

The writing, therefore, for all its elaborate structure, has a 
spontaneous aim. Itis not a homily written at large, to which 
by some afterthought, on the part of the writer or of some editor, 
a few personalia have been appended in ch. 13. The argu- 
mentative sections bear directly and definitely upon the situa- 
tion of the readers, whom the writer has in view throughout, 
even when he seems to be far from their situation. Which brings 
us to the problem of the literary structure of Про< “EGpaiovs. 


(vi.) 


See especially W. Wrede's monograph, Das literarische Rätsel d. Hebráer- 
briefs (1906), with the essays of E. Burggaller and К. Perdelwitz in Zeitschrift 
für Neutest. Wissenschaft (1908, pp. 110f. ; 1910, pp. 59f., 105f.); V. 
Monod's De titulo epistulae vulgo ad Hebraeos inscriptae (1910); C. C. 





! Cp., further, Professor Dickie’s article іп Exfositor*, v. pp. 371f. The 
notion that the writer is controverting an external view of Christ's person, 
which shrank, e.g., from admitting his humiliation and real humanity, had 
been urged by Julius Kögel іп Die Verborgenhett Jesu als des Messias 
(Greifenswald, 1909) and in Der Sohn und die Söhne, ein exegetische Studie 
zu Heb. 25-18 (1904). 
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Torrey's article in the Journal of Biblical Literature (1911), pp. 137-156; 
J. W. Slot's De letterkundige vorm v. d. Brief aan de Hebräer (1912), with 
J. Quentel's essay in Revue Bibligue (1912, pp. 501.) and M. Jones’ paper 
in Exfositor®, xii. 426 f. 


The literary problem of Прде 'Efjpatovs is raised by the 
absence of any address and the presence of personal matter in 
ch. 13. Why (a) has it no introductory greeting? And why (0) 
has it a postscript? As for the former point (a), there may have 
been, in the original, an introductory title. IIpós “Е ра(оуе opens 
with a great sentence (11), but Eph 18 is just such another, 
and there is no reason why the one should not have followed a 
title-address any more than the other.! It may have been lost 
by accident, in the tear and wear of the manuscript, for such 
accidents are not unknown in ancient literature. "This is, at 
any rate, more probable than the idea that it was suppressed 
because the author (Barnabas, Apollos?) was not of sufficiently 
apostolic rank for the canon. Had this interest been operative, 
it would have been perfectly easy to alter a word or two in the 
address itself. Besides, Ipos “ЕВра(о was circulating long 
before it was admitted to the canon, and it circulated even after- 
wards as non-canonical; yet not a trace of any address, Pauline 
or non-Pauline, has ever survived. Which, in turn, tells against 
the hypothesis that such ever existed—at least, against the 
theory that it was deleted when the writing was canonized. If 
the elision of the address ever took place, it must have been 
very early, and rather as the result of accident than deliberately. 
Yet there is no decisive reason why the writing should not have 
begun originally as it does in its present form. Nor does this 
imply (4) that the personal data in ch. 13 are irrelevant. Ipos 
"Efpaíovs has a certain originality in form as well as in content ; 
it is neither an epistle nor a homily, pure and simple. True, 
down to 1229 (or 1317) there is little or nothing that might not 
have been spoken by a preacher to his audience, and Valckenaer 
(on 43) is right, so far, in saying, “haec magnifica ad Hebraeos 
missa dissertatio oratio potius dicenda est quam epistola." Yet 
the writer is not addressing an ideal public; he is not composing 
a treatise for Christendom at large. It is really unreal to ex- 
plain away passages like 51 108% 124. апа 131% as rhetorical 
abstractions. 

IIpós “EBpatovs was the work of a д:даскаћоѕ, who knew how 
to deliver а Aóyos mapaxAyoews. Parts of it probably represent 
what he had used in preaching already (e.g. 3"). But, while it 
has sometimes the tone of sermon notes written out, it is not a 


! Ep. Barnabas begins with 4беАфоі, ойтш e? Huds dpovetv тері” Iga o0 
Xpisrov ws тері бєой, etc. ; 2 Clement starts with a greeting, xaípere, vlol 
xal Ouyarépes, év бубиала kvplov rod ауаттсартоѕ 7иӣ5 еу єірђур. 
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споиле air, То strike ош із or 1517-19-19. 221, 
(Torrey)! does not reduce it from a letter or epistle to a sermon 
like 2 Clement. Thus, e.g., a phrase like 1152 (see note) is as 
intelligible in a written work as in a spoken address. It is only 
by emptying passages like 5!!f and 10% of their full meaning 
that anyone can speak of the writer as composing a sermon at 
large or for an ideal public. Part of the force of 51", e.g., is due 
to the fact that the writer is dealing with a real situation, pleading 
that in what he is going to say he is not writing simply to display 
his own talent or to please himself, but for the serious, urgent 
need of his readers. "They do not deserve what he is going to 
give them. But he will give it! А thoroughly pastoral touch, 
which is lost by being turned into a rhetorical excuse for de- 
ploying some favourite ideas of his own. According to Wrede, 
the author wrote in 1318 1 on the basis of (Philem 22) 2 Co 
111. 12 tọ make it appear as though Paul was the author, and then 
added т3% on the basis of Ph 219.221; but why he should mix 
up these reminiscences, which, according to Wrede, are contra- 
dictory, it is difficult to see. Най he wished to put a Pauline 
colour into the closing paragraphs, he would surely have done 
it in a lucid, coherent fashion, instead of leaving the supposed 
allusions to Paul's Roman imprisonment so enigmatic. But,though 
Wrede thinks that the hypothesis of a pseudonymous conclusion 
is the only way of explaining the phenomena of ch. 13, he agrees 
that to excise it entirely is out of the question. Neither the 
style nor the contents justify such a radical theory,? except on 
the untenable hypothesis that 1-12 is a pure treatise. Тһе 
analogies of a doxology being followed by personal matter (e.g. 
2 Ti 418 т P 4H etc.) tell against the idea that Hpòs “ЕВраіоув 
must have ended with 1321, and much less could it have ended 
with 1317. To assume that the writer suddenly bethought him, 
at the end, of giving a Pauline appearance to what he had 
written, and that he therefore added 1372, is to credit him with 
too little ability. Had he wished to convey this impression, he 
would certainly have gone further and made changes in the 
earlier part. Nor is it likely that anyone added the closing 
verses in order to facilitate its entrance into the NT canon by 
bringing it into line with the other epistles. The canon was 
drawn up for worship, and if IIpós “ЕВраіооѕ was originally a 
discourse, it seems very unlikely that anyone would have gone 

1 То excise 131-7 as a '*formless jumble of rather commonplace admoni- 
tions” is a singular misjudgment. 

2 The linguistic proof is cogently led by C. К. Williams in the Journal 
of Biblical Literature (1911), pp. 129-156, who shows that the alleged 
special parallels between He 13 and Paul are neither so numerous nor so 
significant as is commonly supposed, and that the only fair explanation of 
He 13 as a whole is that it was written to accompany 1-12. 
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out of his way, on this occasion, to add some enigmatic personal 
references. Іп short, while Ilpós “E@patouvs betrays here and 
there the interests and methods of an effective preacher, the 
epistolary form is not a piece of literary fiction; still less is it 
due (in ch. 13) to some later hand. It is hardly too much to 
say that the various theories about the retouching of the 13th 
chapter of Прбе "Efjpatovs are as valuable, from the standpoint 
of literary criticism, as Macaulay's unhesitating belief that Dr. 
Johnson had revised and retouched Ceca. 


8 2. THE RELIGIOUS IDEAS. 


In addition to the text-books on NT theology, consult Riehm’s ZeAróegrzf 
des Hebrüerbriefs? (1867), W. Milligan's Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood 
of our Lord (1891), Ménégoz's Га Théologie de PE pitre aux Hébreux (1894), 
A. Seeberg's Der Tod Christi (1895), А. B. Bruces The Epistle to the 
Hebrews (1899), G. Milligan's The Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(1899), С. Vos on “Тһе Priesthood of Christ in Hebrews” (Princeton 
Theological Review, 1907, PP. 4231, 579 f.), Du Boses Highpriesthood and 
Sacrifice (1908), A. Nairne's The Epistle of Priesthood (1913), Н. L. 
MacNeill’s Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews (1914), Н. A. А. 
Kennedy’s Theology of the Epistles (1919, pp. 182-221), and E. F. Scott's 
The Epistle to the Hebrews (1922). 


Many readers who are not children will understand what Mr 
Edmund Gosse in Father and Son (рр. 89 f.) describes, in telling 
how his father read aloud to him the epistle. “Тһе extraordinary 
beauty of the language—for instance, the matchless cadences and 
images of the first chapter—made a certain impression upon my 
imagination, and were (I think) my earliest initiation into the 
magic of literature. I was incapable of defining what I felt, but 
I certainly had a grip in the throat, which was in its essence a 
purely aesthetic emotion, when my father read, in his pure, large, 
ringing voice, such passages as ‘The heavens are the work of 
Thy hands. They shall perish, but Thou remainest, and they 
shall all wax old as doth a garment, and as a vesture shalt Thou 
fold them up, and they shall be changed ; but Thou art the same, 
and Thy years shall not fail.’ But the dialectic parts of the 
epistle puzzled and confused me. Such metaphysical ideas as 
‘laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works’ 
and ‘crucifying the Son of God afresh’ were not successfully 
brought down to the level of my understanding. . . . The 
melodious language, the divine forensic audacities, the magnifi- 
cent ebb and flow of argument which make the Epistle to the 
Hebrews such a miracle, were far beyond my reach, and they 
only bewildered me.” They become less bewildering when they 
are viewed in the right perspective. The clue to them lies in the 
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philosophical idea which dominates the outlook of the writer, and 
in the symbolism which, linked to this idea, embodied his 
characteristic conceptions of religion. We might almost say that, 
next to the deflecting influence of the tradition which identified 
our epistle with the Pauline scheme of thought and thereby 
missed its original and independent contribution to early Christi- 
anity, nothing has so handicapped its appeal as the later use of it 
in dogmatic theology. While the author of Прбе 'Efjpatovs often 
turned the literal into the figurative, his theological interpreters 
have been as often engaged in turning the figurative expressions 
of the epistle into what was literal A due appreciation of 
the symbolism has been the slow gain of the historical method 
as applied to the classics of primitive Christianity. There is 
no consistent symbolism, indeed, not even in the case of the 
dpxiepevs ; in the nature of the case, there could not be. But 
symbolism there is, and symbolism of a unique kind. 


(i.) 

The author writes from a religious philosophy of his own— 
that is, of his own among the NT writers. The philosophical 
element in his view of the world and God is fundamentally 
Platonic. Like Philo and the author of Wisdom, he interprets 
the past and the present alike in terms of the old theory (cp. on 
8° 101) that the phenomenal is but an imperfect, shadowy trans- 
cript of what is eternal and real. Не applies this principle to the 
past. What was all the Levitical cultus in bygone days but a 
faint copy of the celestial archetype, a copy that suggested by its 
very imperfections the future and final realization? In such 
arguments (chs. 7~10) he means to declare “that Christianity 
is eternal, just as it shall be everlasting, and that all else is only 
this, that the true heavenly things of which it consists thrust 
themselves forward on to this bank and shoal of time, and took 
cosmical embodiment, in order to suggest their coming ever- 
lasting manifestation." ! Тһе idea that the seen and material is 
but a poor, provisional replica of the unseen and real order of 
things (rà érovpdvia, Tà еу rots obpavots, rà uù) caXevóp.eva), pervades 
IIpós “EBpatovs. Thus faith (111%) means the conviction, the 
practical realization, of this world of realities, not only the belief 
that the universe does not arise out of mere dawopeva, but the 
conviction that life must be ordered, at all costs, by a vision of 
the unseen, or by obedience to a Voice unheard by any outward 
ear. Similarly the outward priest, sanctuary, and sacrifices of 
the ancient cultus were merely the shadowy copy of the real, as 
manifested in Jesus with his self-sacrifice, his death being, as 

! A. B. Davidson, Biblical and Literary Essays (p. 317). 


ХХХІІ THE EPISTLE ТО THE HEBREWS 


Sabatier says, “ ипе fonction sacerdotale, un acte transcendant 
de purification rituelle, accompli hors de l'humanité ” (Za Doctrine 
de [Expiation, p. 37). Such is the philosophical strain which 
permeates IIpós "Efpaíovs. The idea of heavenly counterparts 15 
not, of course, confined to Platonism ; it is Sumerian, in one of 
its roots (cp. on 89), and it had already entered apocalyptic. 
But our author derives it from his Alexandrian religious philo- 
sophy (transmuting the кдоиов vogrós into the more vivid and 
devotional figures of ап oikos ог sóAus Óco?), a татр< or even a 
оклу? Аубаут)), just as elsewhere he freely uses Aristotelian ideas 
like that of the réAos or final end, with its teXeiwous or sequence of 
growth, and shows familiarity with the idea of the é&s (54). Тһе 
теХе(юоі5 (see on 5?) idea is of special importance, as it denotes 
for men the work of Christ in putting them into their proper 
status towards God (see on 219. “ Ву a single offering he has 
made the sanctified perfect for all time" (rereAecokev, 101%), the 
offering or тросфорд being himself, and the “ perfecting” being 
the act of putting the People into their true and final relation 
towards God. This the Law, with its outward organization of 
priests and animal sacrifices, could never do; “ав the Law has a 
mere shadow of the bliss that 1s to be, instead of representing 
the reality of that bliss (viz. the ‘perfect’ relationship between 
God and men), it can never perfect those who draw near " (то1). 

This gives us the focus for viewing the detailed comparison 
between the levitical sacrifices and priests on the one hand and 
the креіттоу Jesus. ‘You see in your bible,” the writer argues, 
“the elaborate system of ritual which was once organized for the 
forgiveness of sins and the access of the people to God. АП 
this was merely provisional and ineffective, a shadow of the 
Reality which already existed in the mind of God, and which is 
now ours in the sacrifice of Jesus." Even the fanciful argument 
from the priesthood of Melchizedek (620—717) —fanciful to us, but 
forcible then—swings from this conception. What the author 
seeks to do is not to prove that there had been from the first a 
natural or real priesthood, superior to the levitical, a priesthood 
fulfilled in Christ. His aim primarily is to discredit the levitical 
priesthood of bygone days; it was anticipated in the divine 
order by that of Melchizedek, he shows, using a chronological 
argument resembling that of Раш in Gal 38, on the principle 
that what is prior is superior. But what leads him to elaborate 
specially the Melchizedek priesthood is that it had already played 
an important róle in Jewish speculation in connexion with the 
messianic hope. Philo had already identified Melchizedek out- 
right with the Logos or possibly even with the messiah. Whether 
the author of IIpós 'Efjpa(ovs intends to contradict Philo or not, 
he takes a different line, falling back upon his favourite psalm, 
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the rroth, which in the Greek version, the only one known to 
him, had put forward not only the belief that messiah was іерез eis 
Tov адра кат& түу табу МеХхисббек, but the Alexandrian belief 
in the pre-existence of messiah (v.3 ёк yaorpés pd éwodópov 
ебеуеуууоа сє). Неге then, by Alexandrian methods of exegesis, 
in the pentateuch text combined with the psalm, he found 
scripture proof of an original priesthood which was not levitical, 
not transferable, and permanent. This priesthood of Melchize- 
dek was, of course, not quite a perfect type of Christ’s, for it 
did not include any sacrifice, but, as resting on personality, 
not on heredity,! it did typify, he held, that eternal priesthood of 
the Christ which was to supersede the levitical, for all the ancient 
prestige of the latter. Ав this prestige was wholly biblical for 
the writer and his readers, so it was essential that the disproof of 
its validity should be biblical also. Though he never uses either 
the idea of Melchizedek offering bread and wine to typify the 
elements in the eucharist, in spite of the fact that Philo once 
allegorized this trait (de Гер. АЙ ер. iii. 25), or the idea of 
Melchizedek being uncircumcised (as he would have done, had 
he been seriously arguing with people who were in danger of 
relapsing into contemporary Judaism), he does seem to glance 
at the combination of the sacerdotal and the royal functions. 
Like Philo, though more fully, he notices the religious signi- 
ficance of the etymology “king of righteousness” and “ king of 
peace,” the reason being that throughout his argument he 
endeavours repeatedly to preserve something of the primitive 
view of Jesus as messianic king, particularly because the idea of 
the divine BaorAeta plays next to no part in his scheme of 
thought. Sometimes the combination of the sacerdotal and 
royal metaphors is incongruous enough, although it is not 
unimpressive (eg. 1012.13) Primarily it is a survival of the 
older militant messianic category which is relevant in the first 
chapter (see 18), but out of place in the argument from the 
priesthood ; the reference is really due to the desire to reaffirm 
the absolute significance of Christ's work, and by way of anticipa- 
tion he sounds this note even in 7:2. Later оп, it opens up 
into an interesting instance of his relation to the primitive 
eschatology. То his mind, trained in the Alexandrian philo- 
sophy of religion, the present world of sense and time stands 
over against the world of reality, the former being merely 
the shadow and copy of the latter. There is an archetypal 


l'The writer is trying to express an idea which, as Prof. E. F. Scott 
argues (pp. 207 f.), **underlies all our modern thought— social and political 
as well as religious," viz. that true authority is not prescriptive but personal ; 
‘the priesthood which can bring us nearer God must be one of inherent 
character and personality." 


с 
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order of things, eternal and divine, to which the mundane order 
but dimly corresponds, and only within this higher order, eternal 
and invisible, is access to God possible for man. On sucha 
view as this, which ultimately (see pp. хххі-хххіі) goes back to 
Platonic idealism, and which had been worked out by Philo, the 
real world is the transcendent order of things, which is the 
pattern for the phenomenal universe, so that to attain God man 
must pass from the lower and outward world of the senses to the 
inner. But how? Philo employed the Logos or Reason as 
the medium. Our author similarly holds that men must attain 
this higher world, but for him it is a окууу, a sanctuary, the real 
Presence of God, and it is entered not through ecstasy or mystic 
rapture, but through connexion with Jesus Christ, who has not 
only revealed that world but opened the way into it. Тһе 
Presence of God is now attainable as it could not be under the 
outward cultus of the окууу in the OT, for the complete sacrifice 
has been offered “іп the realm of the spirit," thus providing for 
the direct access of the people to their God. The full bliss of the 
fellowship is still in the future, indeed; it is not to be realized 
finally until Jesus returns for his people, for he is as yet only their 
трббромов (6%), The primitive eschatology required and received 
this admission from the writer, though it is hardly consonant 
with his deeper thought. And this is why he quotes for example 
the old words about Jesus waiting in heaven till his foes are 
crushed (1017-15), He is still near enough to the primitive period to 
share the forward look (see, e.g., 22: 928 1037), and unlike Philo, he 
does not allow his religious idealism to evaporate his eschatology. 
But while this note of expectation is sounded now and then, it 
is held that Christians already experience the powers of the 
world to come. Тһе new and final order has dawned ever since 
the sacrifice of Jesus was made, and the position of believers is 
guaranteed. “ You have come to mount Sion, the city of the 
living God." "The entrance of Jesus has made a fresh, living 
way for us, which is here and now open. “For all time he is 
able to save those who approach God through him, as he is 
always living to intercede on their behalf.” Christians enjoy the 
final status of relationship to God in the world of spirit and 
reality, in virtue of the final sacrifice offered by Jesus the Son. 


(il.) 
What was this sacrifice? How did the writer understand it ? 
(а) The first thing to be said is that in his interpretation of the 
sacrifice of Jesus, he takes (һе piacular view. Calvin (77504. 11. 
15. 6) maintains that, as for the priesthood of Christ, * finem et 
usum eius esse ut sit mediator purus omni macula, qui sanctitate 
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sua Deum nobis conciliet. Sed quia aditum occupat justa 
maledictio, et Deus pro judicis officio nobis infensus est, ut nobis 
favorem comparet sacerdos ad placandam iram ipsius Dei, piacu- 
lum intervenire necesse est. . . . Qua de re prclixe apostolus 
disputat in epistola ad Hebraeos a septimo capite fere ad finem 
usque decimi" Matthew Arnold is not often found beside 
Calvin, but he shares this error. *' Turn it which way we will, 
the notion of appeasement of an offended God by vicarious 
sacrifice, which the Epistle to the Hebrews apparently sanctions, 
will never truly speak to the religious sense, or bear fruit for 
true religion ” (S4. Paul and Protestantism, p. 72). Arnold saves 
himself by the word “apparently,” but the truth is that this 
idea is not sanctioned by IIpós ‘EGpaiovs at all. Тһе interpreta- 
tion of Calvin confuses Paul's doctrine of expiation with the 
piacular view of our author. Тһе entire group of ideas about 
the law, the curse, and the wrath of God is alien to Проѕ 
‘EBpaiovs. The conception of God is indeed charged with 
wholesome awe (cp. on 127579); but although God is never 
called directly the Father of Christians, his attitude to men 15 
one of grace, and the entire process of man’s approach is 
initiated by him (29 13%). God's wrath is reserved for the 
apostates (102-31); it does not brood over unregenerate men, to 
be removed by Christ. Such a notion could hardly have occurred 
to a man with predilections for the typical significance of the OT 
ritual, in which the sacrifices were not intended to avert the 
wrath of God so much as to reassure the people from time to 
time that their relations with their God had not been interrupted. 
The function of Christ, according to our author, is not to appease 
the divine wrath (see on 2% 17), but to establish once and for all 
the direct fellowship of God with his people, and a picturesque 
archaic phrase like that in 1224 about the ойша fpavricpod cannot 
be pressed into the doctrine that Jesus by his sacrifice averted or 
averts the just anger of God. On the other hand, while the 
author knows the primitive Christian idea of God’s fatherhood, 
it is not in such terms that he expresses his own conception of 
God. Philo (De Exsecrationibus, 9) describes how the Jews in 
the diaspora will be encouraged to return to Israel and Israel's 
God, particularly by his forgiving character (évi меу «тека Kai 
xpoTórqc. TOU Tapakadoupevov ovyyvopny тро тұлорѓаѕ дей rb- 
тос); the end of their approach to God, he adds, ovdev črepov 1) 
evapearety TO беб кабдтер viovs татрі. But the author of IIpós 
"EBpaíovs lays no stress upon the Fatherhood of God for men; 
except in connexion with the discipline of suffering, he never 
alludes to the goodness of God as paternal, even for Christians, 
and indeed it is only in OT quotations that God is called even 
the Father of the Son (15 55). He avoids, even more strictly 
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than Jesus, the use of love-language. Тһе verb ауатау only 
occurs twice, both times in an OT citation ; ауатт is also used 
only twice, and never of man's attitude towards God. There is 
significance in such linguistic data; they corroborate the 
impression that the author takes a deep view (see on 12%) of the 
homage and awe due to God. Godly reverence, eùÀdßea (see 
on 57), characterized Jesus in his human life, and it is to charac- 
terize Christians towards God, 7.6. an awe which is devoid of 
anything like nervous fear, an ennobling sense of the greatness 
of God, but still a reverential awe. "This is not incompatible 
with humble confidence or with a serious joy, with таррусіа 
(cp. on 319). Indeed “all deep joy has something of the awful 
in it," as Carlyle says. 'Exepev хар is the word of our author 
(1228); the standing attitude of Christians towards their God is 
one of profound thankfulness for his goodness to them. Only, 
it is to be accompanied pera edAaBetas каї déovs. We are to feel 
absolutely secure under God’s will, whatever crises or catastrophes 
befall the universe, and the security is at once to thrill (see on 
212) and to subdue our minds. Hence, while God’s graciousness 
overcomes any anxiety in man, his sublimity is intended to 
elevate and purify human life by purging it of easy emotion and 
thin sentimentalism. This is not the primitive awe of religion 
before the terrors of the unknown supernatural; the author 
believes in the gracious, kindly nature of God (see on 219, also 
610 1316 etc.), but he has an instinctive horror of anything like a 
shallow levity. The tone of IIpós “EBpatovs resembles, indeed, 
that of 1 P 11? (ei татера érikaAetaÜe тоу атросотоћуттосѕ крі/оута 
ката. тб ёкастоу épyov, еу PoBw Tov тт) тарокк(ав tuav xpóvov 
ауастрафуте); there may be irreverence in religion, not only in 
formal religion but for other reasons in spiritual religion. Yet 
the special aspect of our epistle is reflected in what Jesus once 
said to men tempted to hesitate and draw back in fear of 
suffering: “ I will show you whom to fear—fear Him who after 
He has killed has power to cast you into Gehenna. Yes, I tell 
you, fear Him” (Lk :25) This illustrates the spirit and 
situation of Про ‘ЕВраѓоъс, where the writer warns his friends 
against apostasy by reminding them of б 0«ós (Фу and of the 
judgment. We might almost infer that in his mind the dominant 
conception is God regarded as transcendental, not with regard 
to creation but with regard to frail, faulty human nature. What 
engrosses the writer is the need not so much of a medium 
between God and the material universe, as of a medium between 
his holiness and human sin (see оп 1223). 

(5) As for the essence and idea of the sacrifice, while he 
refers to a number of ОТ sacrifices by way of illustration, his 
main analogy comes from the ritual of atonement-day in the 
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levitical code (Lv 16), where it was prescribed that once a year 
the highpriest was to enter the inner shrine by himself, the shrine 
within which stood the sacred box or ark symbolizing the divine 
Presence. "Тһе elaborate sacrifices of the day are only glanced 
at by our author. Thus he never alludes to the famous scape- 
goat, which bore away the sins of the people into the desert. 
АП he mentions 15 the sacrifice of certain animals, as propitiation 
for the highpriest’s own sins and also for those of the nation. 
Carrying some blood of these animals, the priest was to smear 
the iàaorýpiov or cover of the ark. This had a twofold object. 
(1) Blood was used to reconsecrate the sanctuary (Lv 1616) 
This was a relic of the archaic idea that the life-bond between 
the god and his worshippers required to be renewed by sacred 
blood; “the holiness of the altar is liable to be impaired, апа 
requires to be refreshed by an application of holy blood."! 
Our author refers to this crude practice in 923. But his 
dominant interest is in (ii) the action of the highpriest as he 
enters the inner shrine; it is not the reconsecration of the 
sanctuary with its altar, but the general atonement there made 
for the sins of the People, which engrosses him. The application 
of the victim's blood to the іХаотуроу by the divinely appointed 
highpriest was believed to propitiate Yahweh by cleansing the 
People from the sins which might prevent him from dwelling 
any longer in the land or among the People. The annual 
ceremony was designed to ensure his Presence among them, “10 
enable the close relationship between Deity and man to continue 
undisturbed. Тһе logical circle—that the atoning ceremonies 
were ordered by God to produce their effect upon himself—was 
necessarily unperceived by the priestly mind” (Montefiore, 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 337). What the rite, as laid down in the 
bible, was intended to accomplish was simply, for the author of 
Прбе ‘Efpaious, to renew the life-bond between God and the 
People. This sacrifice offered by the highpriest on atonement- 
day was the supreme, piacular action of the levitical cultus. 
Once a year it availed to wipe out the guilt of all sins, whatever 
their nature, ritual or moral, which interrupted the relationship 
between God and his People.? For it was a sacrifice designed 
for the entire People as the community of God. The blood of 
the victims was carried into the inner shrine, on behalf of the 
People outside the sanctuary; this the highpriest did for them, 
as he passed inside the curtain which shrouded the inner shrine. 
Also, in contrast to the usual custom, the flesh of the victims, 
instead of any part being eaten as a meal, was carried out and 
burned up. In all this the writer finds a richly symbolic 


! W. Robertson Smith, Ze Religion of the Semites (1907), pp. 408 f. 
2 Cp. Montefiore, of. cit., рр. 334f. 
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meaning (91). Jesus was both highpriest and victim, as he 
died and passed inside the heavenly Presence of God to 
establish the life-bond between God and his People. Jesus did 
not need to sacrifice for himself. Jesus did not need to sacrifice 
himself more than once for the People. Jesus secured a 
forgiveness which the older animal sacrifices never won. And 
Jesus did not leave his People outside; he opened the way for 
them to enter God's own presence after him, and in virtue of his 
self-sacrifice. So the author, from time to time, works out the 
details of the symbolism. Не even uses the treatment of the 
victim's remains to prove that Christians must be unworldly 
(1356); but this is an after-thought, for his fundamental interest 
lies in the sacrificial suggestiveness of the atonement-day which, 
external and imperfect as its ritual was, adumbrated the reality 
which had been manifested in the sacrifice and ascension of 
Jesus. 

Yet this figurative category had its obvious drawbacks, two 
of which may be noted here. One (a) is, that it does not allow 
him to show how the sacrificial death of Jesus is connected with 
the inner renewal of the heart and the consequent access of 
man to God. Не uses phrases like аулабву (see on 2!!) and 
кабар еу and тєАєо?у (this term emphasizing more than the 
others the idea of completeness), but we can only deduce from 
occasional hints like 0% what he meant by the efficacy of the 
sacrificial death. His ritualistic category assumed that such a 
sacrifice availed to reinstate the People before God (cp. on 972), 
and this axiom sufficed for his Christian conviction that every- 
thing depended upon what Jesus is to God and to us—what he 
is, he is in virtue of what he did, of the sacrificial offering of 
himself. But the symbol or parable in the levitical cultus went 
no further. And it even tended to confuse the conception of 
what is symbo'ized, by its inadequacy; it necessarily separated 
priest and victim, and it suggested by its series of actions a time- 
element which is out of keeping with the eternal order. Hence 
the literal tendency in the interpretation of the sacrifice has led 
to confusion, as attempts have been made to express the con- 
tinuous, timeless efficacy of the sacrifice. That the death was 
a sacrifice, complete and final, is assumed (e.g. 727 014 1010 12. М), 
Yet language is used which has suggested that in the heavenly 
oxnvy this sacrifice is continually presented or offered (e.g. 725 
and the vg. mistranslation of то12 “hic autem unam pro peccatis 
offerens hostiam in sempiternum sedit"). "The other drawback 
(6) is, that the idea of Jesus passing like the highpriest at once 
from the sacrifice into the inner sanctuary (ze. through the 
heavens into the Presence, 41%) has prevented him from making 
use of the Resurrection (cp. also on 137). Тһе heavenly sphere 
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of Jesus is so closely linked with his previous existence on earth, 
under the category of the sacrifice, that the author could not 
suggest an experience like the resurrection, which would not 
have tallied with this idea of continuity. 

On the other hand, the concentration of interest in the 
symbol on the sole personality of the priest and of the single 
sacrifice enabled him to voice what was his predominant belief 
about Jesus. How profoundly he was engrossed by the idea of 
Christ's adequacy as mediator may be judged from his avoidance 
of some current religious beliefs about intercession. Over and 
again he comes to a point where contemporary opinions (with 
which he was quite familiar) suggested, e.g., the intercession of 
angels in heaven, or of departed saints on behalf of men on 
earth, ideas like the merits of the fathers or the atoning efficacy 
of martyrdom in the past, to facilitate the approach of sinful 
men to God (ср. on 1179 1217 23: 4 etc.). These he deliberately 
ignores. In view of the single, sufficient sacrifice of Jesus, in 
the light of his eternally valid intercession, no supplementary 
aid was required. It is not accidental that such beliefs are left 
out of our author's scheme of thought. It is a fresh proof of 
his genuinely primitive faith in Jesus as the one mediator. The 
ideas of the perfect Priest and the perfect Sacrifice are a theo- 
logical expression, in symbolic language, of what was vital to the 
classical piety of the early church; and apart from Paul no 
one set this out so cogently and clearly as the writer of Пров 
"EBpatovs. 


(iii. ) 
Our modern symbolism does no sort of justice to the ancient 
idea of priesthood. Matthew Arnold says of Wordsworth : 


* He was a priest to us all, 
Of the wonder and bloom of the world, 
Which we saw with his eyes, and were glad." 


That is, “ priest” means interpreter, one who introduces us to а 
deeper vision, one who, as we might put it, opens up to us a 
new world of ideas. Such is not the ultimate function of Christ 
as iepevs in our epistle. Dogmatic theology would prefer to 
call this the prophetic function of Christ, but the priestly office 
means mediation, not interpretation. Тһе function of the high- 
priest is to enter and to offer : eicépxea ĝar and тровфереу forming 
the complete action, and no distinction being drawn between the 
two, апу more than between the terms “priest” and “ high- 
priest." 

The fundamental importance of this may be illustrated from 
the recourse made by Paul and by our author respectively to the 


xl THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS 


Jeremianic oracle of the new covenant or д:абуку. Paul's main 
interest in it lies in its prediction of the Spirit, as opposed to 
the Law. What appeals to Paul is the inward and direct intui- 
tion of God, which forms the burden of the oracle. But to our 
author (87-13 1015-18) it is the last sentence of the oracle which 
is supreme, 26. the remission of sins; “1 will be merciful to their 
iniquities, and remember their sins no more.” Не seizes the 
name and fact of a “new” covenant, as implying that the old 
was inadequate. But he continues: “If the blood of goats and 
bulls, and the ashes of a heifer, sprinkled on defiled persons, 
give them a holiness that bears on bodily purity, how much more 
will the blood of Christ, who in the spirit of the eternal offered 
himself as an unblemished sacrifice to God, cleanse your con- 
science from dead works to serve a living God? Не mediates а 
new covenant for this reason, that those who have been called 
may obtain the eternal deliverance they have been promised, 
now that a death has occurred which redeems them from the 
transgressions involved in the first covenant” (913-15), That is, 
the conclusion of Jeremiah’s oracle—that God will forgive and 
forget—is the real reason why our author quotes it. There can 
be no access without an amnesty for the past; the religious 
communion of the immediate future must be guaranteed by a 
sacrifice ratifying the pardon of God. 

This difference between Paul and our author is, of course, 
owing to the fact that for the latter the covenant? or law is sub- 
ordinated to the priesthood. Change the priesthood, says the 
writer, and 7250 facto the law has to be changed too. Тһе cove- 
nant is a relationship of God and men, arising out of grace, and 
inaugurated by some historic act; since its efficiency as an insti- 
tution for forgiveness and fellowship depends on the personality 
and standing of the priesthood, the appearance of Jesus as the 
absolute Priest does away with the inferior law. 

This brings us to the heart of the Christology, the sacrifice 
and priestly service of Christ as the mediator of this new cove- 
nant with its eternal fellowship. 

Men are sons of God, and their relation of confidence and 
access is based upon the function of the Son кат éoxyv. The 
author shares with Paul the view that the Son is the Son before 
and during his incarnate life, and yet perhaps Son in a special 
sense in consequence of the resurrection—or rather, as our 
author would have preferred to say, in consequence of the ascen- 
sion. ‘This may be the idea underneath the compressed clauses 
at the opening of the epistle (11-5). “ Соа has spoken to us by 


1 As Professor Kennedy points out, with real insight : “© АП the terms of 
the contrast which he works out are selected because of their relation to the 
covenant-conception ” (p. 201). 
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a Son—a Son whom he appointed heir of the universe, as it 
was by him that he had created the world. Не, reflecting God's 
bright glory and stamped with God's own character, sustains the 
universe by his word of power; when he had secured our 
purification from sins, he sat down at the right hand of the 
Majesty on high ; and thus he is superior to the angels, as he 
has inherited a Name superior to theirs. For to what angel did 
God ever say— 


*'Thou art my Son, 
To-day have I become thy Father?" 


(referring to the ancient notion that the king first became con- 
scious of his latent divine sonship at his accession to the throne). 
The name or dignity which Christ inherits, as the result of his 
redemptive work, is probably that of Son; as the following 
quotation from the OT psalm suggests, the resurrection or 
exaltation may mark, as it does for Paul, the fully operative 
sonship of Christ, the only way to inherit or possess the 
universe being to endure the suffering and death which purified 
human sin and led to the enthronement of Christ. Our author 
holds that this divine being was sent into the world because he 
was God's Son, and that he freely undertook his mission for 
God's other sons on earth. 

The mission was a will of God which involved sacrifice. 
That is the point of the quotation (105) from the goth psalm 
—not to prove that obedience to God was better than sacrifice, 
but to bring out the truth that God's will required a higher kind 
of sacrifice than the levitical, namely, the personal, free self- 
sacrifice of Christ in the body. Even this is more than self- 
sacrifice in our modern sense of the term. It is “by this will,” 
the writer argues, that ‘‘ we are consecrated, because Jesus Christ 
once for all has offered up his body.” No doubt the offering is 
eternal, it is not confined to the historical act on Calvary. “Не 
has entered heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God 
on our behalf” (9%): **he is always living to make intercession 
for us ” (725). Still, the author is more realistic in expression than 
the tradition of the Testament of Levi (3), which makes the 
angel of the Presence in the third heaven offer a spiritual and 
bloodless sacrifice to God in propitiation for the sins of ignorance 
committed by the righteous. Our author assigns entirely to Christ 
the intercessory functions which the piety of the later Judaism 
had already begun to divide among angels and departed saints, 
but he also makes the sacrifice of Jesus one of blood—a realism 
which was essential to his scheme of argument from the 
entrance of the OT high priest into the inner shrine. 

The superior or rather the absolute efficacy of the blood of 
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Christ depends in turn on his absolute significance as the 
Son of God; it is his person and work which render his self- 
sacrifice valid and supreme. But this is asserted rather than 
explained. Indeed, it is asserted on the ground of a presupposi- 
tion which was assumed as axiomatic, namely, the impossibility 
of communion with God apart from blood shed in sacrifice 
(922). For example, when the writer encourages his readers by 
reminding them of their position (127%, that they “have come 
to Jesus the mediator of the new covenant and to the sprinkled 
blood whose message is nobler than Abel's," he does not mean 
to draw an antithesis between Abel's blood asa cry for vengeance 
and Christ's blood as a cry for intercession. The fundamental 
antithesis lies between exclusion and inclusion. Abels blood 
demanded the excommunication of the sinner, as an outcast 
from God's presence ; Christ's blood draws the sinner near and 
ratifies the covenant. Тһе author denies to the OT cultus of 
sacrifice any such atoning value, but at the same time he reaffirms 
its basal principle, that blood in sacrifice is essential to communion 
with the deity. Blood offered in sacrifice does possess a religious 
efficacy, to expiate and purify. Without shedding of blood there 
is no remission. We ask, why? But the ancient world never 
dreamt of asking, why? What puzzles a modern was an axiom 
to the ancient. The argument of our epistle is pivoted on this 
postulate, and no attempt is made to rationalize it. 

In the Law of Holiness, incorporated in Leviticus, there is 
indeed one incidental allusion to the rationalé of sacrifice or 
blood-expiation, when, in prohibiting the use of blood as a food, 
the taboo proceeds: ‘‘the life of the body is in the blood, and 
I have given it to you for the altar to make propitiation for 
yourselves, for the blood makes propitiation by means of the 
life” (Ze the life inherent in it) This is reflection on the 
meaning of sacrifice, but it does not carry us very far, for it only 
explains the piacular efficacy of blood by its mysterious potency 
of life. Semitic scholars warn us against finding in these words 
(Lv 171) either the popular idea of the substitution of the victim 
for the sinner, or even the theory that the essential thing in 
sacrifice is the offering of a life to God. As far as the Hebrew 
text goes, this may be correct. But the former idea soon became 
attached to the verse, as we see from the LXX—ró yap ада 
avro) àvri THs ухх “(Хасвеұта. This view does not seem to be 
common in later Jewish thought, though it was corroborated by 
the expiatory value attached to the death of the martyrs (e.g. 
4 Mac 1722). It is in this later world, however, rather than in 
the primitive world of Leviticus, that the atmosphere of the idea 
of IIpós “Efpaiovs is to be sought, the idea that because Jesus 
was what he was, his death has such an atoning significance as 
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to inaugurate a new and final relation between God and men, 
the idea that his blood purifies the conscience because it is As 
blood, the blood of the sinless Christ, who is both the priest 
and the sacrifice. When the author writes that Christ “іп the 
spirit of the eternal" (014) offered himself as an unblemished 
sacrifice to God, he has in mind the contrast between the annual 
sacrifice on the day of atonement and the sacrifice of Christ 
which never needed to be repeated, because it had been offered 
in the spirit and—as we might say—in the eternal order of 
things. It was a sacrifice bound up with his death in history, 
but it belonged essentially to the higher order of absolute reality. 
The writer breathed the Philonic atmosphere in which the 
eternal Now over-shadowed the things of space and time (see 
on 15), but he knew this sacrifice had taken place on the cross, 
and his problem was one which never confronted Philo, the 
problem which we moderns have to face in the question: How 
сап a single historical fact possess a timeless significance? How 
can Christianity claim to be final, on the basis of a specific 
revelation in history? Our author answered this problem in his 
own way for his own day. 


(iv.) 


For him religion is specially fellowship with God on the 
basis of forgiveness. Не never uses the ordinary term кошка, 
however, in this sense. It is access to God on the part of 
worshippers that is central to his mind; that is, he conceives 
religion as worship, as the approach of the human soul to the 
divine Presence, and Christianity is the religion which is religion 
since it mediates this access and thereby secures the immediate 
consciousness of God for man. Or, as he would prefer to say, 
the revelation of God in Jesus has won this right for man as it 
could not be won before. For, from the first, there has been a 
People of God seeking, and to a certain extent enjoying, this 
access. God has ever been revealing himself to them, so far as 
was possible. But now in Jesus the final revelation has come 
which supersedes all that went before in Israel. The writer 
never contemplates any other line of revelation; outside Israel 
of old he never looks. It is enough for him that the worship of 
the OT implied a revelation which was meant to elicit faith, 
especially through the sacrificial cultus, and that the imperfec- 
tions of that revelation have now been disclosed and superseded 
by the revelation in Jesus the Son. Faith in this revelation is in 
one aspect belief (47). Indeed he describes faith simply as the 
conviction of the unseen world, the assurance that God has 
spoken and that he will make his word good, if men rely upon 
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it; he who draws near to God must believe that he exists and 
that he does reward those who seek him (119) Faith of this 
noble kind, in spite of appearances to the contrary, has always 
characterized the People. Our author rejoices to trace it at 
work long before Jesus came, and he insists that it is the saving 
power still, a faith which in some aspects is indistinguishable 
from hope, since it inspires the soul to act and suffer in the 
conviction that God is real and sure to reward loyalty in the 
next world, if not in the present. Such faith characterized Jesus 
himself (218 r2?) It is belief in God as trustworthy, amid all 
the shows and changes of life, an inward conviction that, when 
he has spoken, the one thing for a man to do is to hold to 
that word and to obey it at all costs. This is the conception 
of faith in the early and the later sections of the writing (37% 
108-122). Тһе difference that Jesus has made—for the writer 
seems to realize that there is а difference between the primitive 
faith and the faith of those who are living after the revelation in 
Jesus—is this, that the assurance of faith has now become far 
more real than it was. Though even now believers have to 
await the full measure of their reward, though faith still is hope 
to some extent, yet the full realization of the fellowship with 
God which is the supreme object of faith has been now made 
through Jesus. In two ways. (1) For faith Jesus is the inspiring 
example; he is the great Believer who has shown in his own 
Ше on earth the possibilities of faith.! In order to understand 
what faith is, we must look to Jesus above all, to see how faith 
begins and continues and ends. But (1) Jesus has not only 
preceded us on the line of faith; he has by his sacrifice made 
our access to God direct and real, as it never could be before. 
Hence the writer can say, **let us draw near with a full assurance 
of faith and a true heart, in absolute assurance of faith " since 
"we have a great Priest over the house of God.” “We have 
confidence to enter the holy Presence in virtue of the blood of 
Jesus." Не does not make Jesus the object of faith as Paul 
does, but he argues that only the sacrifice of Jesus opens the 
way into the presence of God for sinful men. 

This is the argument of the central part of the writing 
(chs. 7-10). Religion is worship, and worship implies sacrifice ; 
there 1s no access for man to God without sacrifice, and no 


1 ** It was by no divine magic, no mere ‘breath, turn of eye, wave of 
hand,’ that he ‘joined issue with death,’ but by the power of that genuinely 
human faith. which had inspired others in the past" (MacNeill, p. 26). 
Bousset’s denial of this ( Theol. Literaturzettung, 1915, p. 431f.: “тпап 
wird bei dem Jesus d. Hebráerbriefe so wenig wie bei dem paulinischen noch 
im strengen Sinne von einem subjectivem Glauben Jesu reden können ?”’) is as 
incomprehehsible as his desperate effort to explain He 5719 from the fixed 
ideas of the mystery-religions. 


INTRODUCTION xlv 


religion without a priest (see on 71). The relations between 
God and his People from the first! have been on the basis of 
sacrifice, as the bible shows, and the new revelation in Jesus 
simply changes the old sacrificial order with its priesthood for 
another. "The writer starts from a profound sense of sin, as an 
interruption of fellowship between God and man. Не thoroughly 
sympathizes with the instinct which underlay the ancient practice 
of sacrifice, that fellowship with God is not a matter of course, 
that God 15 accessible and yet difficult of access, and that human 
nature cannot find its way unaided into his presence. Thus he 
quotes the 4oth psalm (see p. xli), not to prove that God's will 
is fellowship, and that to do the will of God is enough for man, 
apart from any sacrifice, but to illustrate the truth that the will 
of God does require a sacrifice, not simply the ethical obedience 
of man, but the self-sacrifice with which Jesus offered himself 
freely, the perfect victim and the perfect priest. All men now 
have to do is to avail themselves of his sacrifice in order to 
enjoy access to God in the fullest sense of the term. “Having 
a great Highpriest who has passed through the heavens, let us 
draw near." 

The conception of religion as devotion or worship covers a 
wide range in IIpós 'Efpaíovs. It helps to explain, for example 
(see above, p. xxxviii), why the writer represents Jesus after death 
not as being raised from the dead, but as passing through the 
heavens into the inner Presence or sanctuary of God with the 
sacrifice of his blood (4!* 911). It accounts for the elaboration 
of a detail like that of 9?3, and, what is much more important, it 
explains the “sacrificial” delineation of the Christian Ше. Іп 
this Ази) скаут) (82), of God's own making, with its бисхас- 
тіру (1319), Christians worship God (Aarpevew, 914 12781319); 
their devotion to him is expressed by the faith and loyalty which 
detach them from this world (131314) and enable them to live 
and move under the inspiration of the upper world ; indeed their 
ethical life of thanksgiving (see on 212) and beneficence is a 
sacrifice by which they honour and worship God (131516), а 
sacrifice presented to God by their dpxeepevs Jesus. Тһе writer 
never suggests that the worship-regulations of the outworn cultus 
are to be reproduced in any rites of the church on earth ; he 
never dreamed of this, any more than of the фуодиеуо being 
called “priests.” The essence of priesthood, viz. the mediation 
of approach to God, had been absolutely fulfilled in Jesus, and 
in one sense all believers were enabled to follow him into the 
inner oxyv7, where they worshipped their God as the priests of 
old had done in their oxyvy, and as the People of old had never 


14е, from the inauguration of the ĉıaĝýxy at Sinai, though he notes that 
even earlier there was sacrifice offered (11?). 
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been able to do except through the highpriest as their represen- 
tative and proxy. But, while the worship-idea is drawn out 
to describe Christians, in IIpós 'Efjpaíovus its primary element 
is that of the eternal function of Christ as dpyepeds in the 
heavenly сктру. 

(v.) 


Symbolism alters as the ages pass. Тһе picture-language in 
which one age expresses its mental or religious conceptions 
often ceases to be intelligible or attractive to later generations, 
because the civic, ritual, or economic conditions of life which had 
originally suggested it have disappeared or changed their form. 
This well-known principle applies especially to the language of 
religion, and it is one reason why some of the arguments in IIpós 
“Epaiovs are so difficult for the modern mind to follow. There 
are other reasons, no doubt. "The exegetical methods which the 
author took over from the Alexandrian school are not ours. 
Besides, historical criticism has rendered it hard for us moderns 
to appreciate the naive use of the OT' which prevails in some 
sections of IIpós ‘EBpaiovs. But, above all, the sacrificial analogies 
are a stumbling-block, for we have nothing to correspond to what 
an ancient understood by a “priest” and sacrifice. Dryden was 
not poetic when he translated Vergil’s “sacerdos” in the third 
Georgic (489) by “holy butcher,” but the phrase had its truth. 
The business of a priest was often that of a butcher; blood 
flowed, blood was splashed about. It was in terms of such 
beliefs and practices that the author of Прбе “E@paiovs argued, 
rising above them to the spiritual conception of the self-sacrifice 
of Jesus, but nevertheless starting from them as axiomatic. The 
duty of the modern mind is to understand, in the first place, 
how he came by these notions; and, in the second place, what 
he intended to convey by the use of such symbolic terms as 
** blood," “ highpriest," and “sacrifice.” 

The striking idea of Christ as the eternal dpytepevs, by whom 
the access of man to God is finally and fully assured, may have 
been a flash of inspiration, one of the notes of originality and 
insight which mark the writer's treatment and restatement of the 
faith. But originality 1s not depreciated by the effort to trace 
anticipations. What led him to this view? After all, the most 
brilliant flashes depend upon an atmosphere already prepared 
for them. They are struck out of something. In this case, it is 
not enough to say that the conception was merely the transfer- 
ence to Jesus of the Philonic predicates of the Logos, or the 
result of a bible-reading in the pentateuch. In the pentateuch 
the writer found proofs of what he brought to it, and the argu- 
ments in chs. 7-10 really buttress ideas built on other foundations. 
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(a) Once the conception of a heavenly sanctuary became 
current, the notion of a heavenly dpyxtepevs would not be far-fetched 
for a writer like this. Philo had, indeed, not only spoken of the 
Logos as a highpriest, in a metaphorical sense, 2.4. as mediating 
metaphysically and psychologically the relations between the 
worlds of thought and sense, but in an allegorical fashion spoken 
of “two temples belonging to God, one being the world in which 
the highpriest is his own Son, the Logos, the other being the 
rational soul" (de Somnus, 1. 37) Ош writer is much less 
abstract. Like the author of the Apocalypse (see on 419), he 
thinks of heaven in royal and ritual imagery as well as in civic, 
but it is the ritual symbolism which is more prominent. During 
the second century B.c. the ideas of a heavenly sanctuary and 
a heavenly altar became current in apocalyptic piety, partly owing 
to the idealistic and yet realistic conception (see on 8?) that in 
heaven the true originals were preserved, the material altar and 
sanctuary being, like the earthly Jerusalem, inferior representations 
of transcendent realities. From this it was а natural develop- 
ment to work out the idea of a heavenly highpriest. Ву 
* natural" I do not mean to undervalue the poetical and re- 
ligious originality of the writer of IIpós “Е раіо. Тһе author 
of the Apocalypse of John, for example, fails to reach this idea, 
and even in the enigmatic passage in the vision and confession of 
Levi (Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Test. Levi 5), where 
the seer tells us, “ І saw the holy temple, and upon a throne of 
glory the Most High. Ара he said to me, Levi, I have given 
thee the blessings of priesthood until I come and sojourn in the 
midst of Israel”—even here, though the levitical priesthood, as 
in our epistle, is only a temporary substitute for the presence of 
God, the heavenly sanctuary has no highpriest. Nevertheless 
it was the idea of the heavenly sanctuary which held one 
germ of the idea of the heavenly highpriest for the author of 
IIpós "Efjpatovs, as he desired to express the fundamental signifi- 
cance of Jesus for his faith. 

(6) Another factor was the speculations of Philo about the 
Logos as highpriest (de Migrat. Abrah, 102, de Fug. 108 ff.), 
though the priestly mediation there is mainly between man and 
the upper world of ideas. "The Logos or Reason is not only the 
means of creating the material cosmos after the pattern of the 
first and real world, but inherent in it, enabling human creatures 
to apprehend the invisible. This is Philo’s primary use of the 
metaphor. It is philosophical rather than religious. Yet the 
increased prestige of the highpriest in the later Judaism prompted 
him to apply to the Logos functions which resemble intercession 
as wellas interpretation. Vague as they are, they were familiar 
to the author of our epistle, and it is probable that they helped 


xlviii THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS 


to fashion his expression of the eternal significance of Jesus as 
the mediator between man and God. "The Logos as highpriest, 
says Philo (Ze Somn. ii. 28), for example, is not only duwpos, 
бАбкАлров, but дєӨбрїб< tis ÜcoU < kai avOpwrou> dois, Tod pév 
éAárrov, avOpwrov 66 креіттоу. Then he quotes the LXX of Lv 
167, Тһе original says that no man 15 to be with the highpriest 
when he enters the inner shrine, but the Greek version runs, бтау 
вісі els rà dyta тфу дуішу 6 apxLEpEds, dvÜpwrros ойк éarot, and Philo 
dwells on the literal, wrong sense of the last three words, as if 
they meant “the highpriest is not to be a man.” “What will 
he Бе, if he is not a man? God? I would not say that (oix 
ау eimo). . . . Nor yet is he man, but he touches both extremes 
(ékarépov TOv кроу, Os àv Bacews xai kejaArs, é$amrópevos)." 
Later (704. 34) he remarks, “‘if at that time he is not a man, it 
is clear he is not God either, but a minister (Aevrovpyós Oeod) of 
God, belonging to creation in his mortal nature and to the 
uncreated world in his immortal nature." Similarly he pleads, 
in the de sacerdot. 12, that the function of the highpriest was to 
mediate between God апа man, tva da uécov rwós 4убротог niv 
iAdoxwvtat Өєбу, бейе 0% tas ҳаритаѕ дубршлттогв Фтобиакбуш Tui 
xpop.evos дреуу kai хорту). Неге we may feel vibrating a need of 
intercession, even although the idea is still somewhat theosophic. 

(с) A third basis for the conception of Christ's priesthood lay 
in the combination of messianic and sacerdotal functions which 
is reflected in the 1 1oth psalm (see above, p. xxxiii), which in the 
Testaments of the Patriarchs (Reuben 68) is actually applied to 
Hyrcanus the Maccabean priest-king, while in the Zest. Levi (18) 
functions which are messianic in all but name are ascribed to a 
new priest, with more spiritual insight than in the psalm itself. 
The curious thing, however, is that this Priest discharges no 
sacerdotal functions. Тһе hymn describes his divine attestation 
and consecration—‘‘and in his priesthood shall sin come to an 
end, and he shall open the gates of paradise and shall remove 
the threatening sword against Adam." "That is all. Probably 
the passing phase of expectation, that a messiah would arise from 
the sacerdotal Maccabees, accounts for such a fusion of messiah 
and priest. In any case its influence was not wide. Still, the 
anticipation is not unimportant for the thought of IIpós 'Efgpaíovs, 
which rests so much upon the mystical significance of that psalm. 
Paul had seen the fulfilment of Ps rro! in the final triumph 
of Christ as messiah over his foes (т Co 15?* 25 Sei yàp aùròv 
ВосӘевбву дур où OF таутас rovs éxÜpovs id Tots móðas avrov). 
But meantime Christ was in living touch with his church on earth, 
and Paul can even speak, in a glowing outburst, of his effective 
intercession (Ro 954 05 xai évrvyxáve: úmèp pav). This is at 
least the idea of the highpriesthood of Christ, in almost every- 
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thing except name, though Paul says as much of the Spirit (Ro 
827 ката бебу évrvyxdve: rip áyíwv). Later, in the Fourth Gospel, 
a similar thought reappears; Christ is represented in priestly 
metaphor as interceding for his People (1718), and the phrases 
(1717-9) about Jesus consecrating himself (as priest and victim) 
that thereby his disciples may be “consecrated ” еу ті) àAscía (i.e. 
in the sphere of Reality), indicate a use of áåyıdčev which ex- 
presses one of the central ideas of IIpós 'Effpatows. But in the 
latter writing the idea is explicit and elaborate, as it is nowhere 
else in the NT, and explicit on the basis of a later line in the 
rroth psalm, which Paul ignored. Our author also knew and 
used the earlier couplet (101%), but he draws his cardinal argu- 
ment from у. av ef iepevs eis айФуа ката rijv табу МеХДхисббек. 


(vi.) 


There is a partial anticipation of all this in the Enochic 
conception of the Son of Man. No doubt, as Volz warns us 
(Jüdische Eschatologie, p. до), we must not read too much into 
such apocalyptic phrases, since the Son of Man is an x quantity 
of personal value in the age of expected bliss and salvation. 
Still, the pre-existent messiah there is Son of Man as transcen- 
dent and in some sense as human; he must be human, “ Man,” 
in order to help men, and he must be transcendent in order to 
be a deliverer ог redeemer. But the author of IIpós *Effpaíovs, 
like Paul, significantly avoids the term Son of Man, even in 256; 
and although he has these two ideas of human sympathy and of 
transcendency in close connexion, he derives them from his 
meditation upon the real Jesus ultimately, not from any apoca- 
lyptic speculations. What he meant by the term “боп of God” 
is not quite plain. Philo had regarded the Logos as рге- 
existent and as active in the history of the people, and so he 
regards Christ; but while it seems clear (see on 55) that Christ 
is priest for him because he was already Son, the further ques- 
tions, when did he become priest? and how is the Sonship 
compatible with the earthly lfe?—these are problems which 
remain unsolved. Тһе interpretation of the function of Jesus 
through the phrase in the 2nd psalm (see on 15) hardly clears up 
the matter any more than in the case of Justin Martyr (Dial. 88). 
Later on, Hippolytus, or whoever wrote the homily appended 
(chs. хі.-хі.) to the £pzst. Diognet., faced the problem more 
boldly and beautifully by arguing that “ (Һе Word was from 
the very beginning, appeared new, was proved to be old, and 
is ever young as he is born in the hearts of the saints. He 
is the eternal One, who to-day was accounted Son” (6 onpepov 
vios Хоуобе, 115). Неге ‘‘to-day” refers to the Christian ега; 
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evidently the problem left by the author of IIpós “ЕВраѓотѕ, with 
his mystical, timeless use of the 2nd psalm, was now being felt 
as a theological difficulty. But this is no clue to how he himself 
took the reference. There is a large section in his thought upon 
Christ as the eternal, transcendental Son which remains obscure 
to us, and which perhaps was indefinite to himself. Не took over 
the idea of the divine Sonship from the primitive church, seized 
upon it to interpret the sufferings and sacrificial function of Jesus 
as well as his eternal value, and linked it to the notion of the 
highpriesthood ; but he does not succeed in harmonizing its 
implications about the incarnate life with his special yv@ous of 
the eternal Son within the higher sphere of divine realities. 

At the same time there seems no hiatus! between the meta- 
physical and the historical in the writer's conception of Jesus, no 
unreconciled dualism between the speculative reconstruction and 
the historical tradition. In IIpós “Е ра(оуе we have the ordinary 
primitive starting-point, how could a divine, reigning Christ ever 
have become man? Тһе writer never hints that his readers 
would question this, for they were not tempted by any Jewish 
ideas. Не uses the category of the Son quite frankly, in order 
to express the absolute value of the revelation in Jesus ; it is his 
sheer sense of the reality of the incarnate life which prompts him 
to employ the transcendental ideas. Не does not start from а 
modern humanist view of Jesus, but from a conviction of his 
eternal divine character and function as Son and as dpyxvepevs, and 
his argument is that this position was only possible upon the 
human experience, that Jesus became man because he was Son 
(2195) and is арҳ:єрєуѕ because once he was man. 

(a) For our author Jesus is the Son, before ever he became 
man, but there is no definite suggestion (see on r2?) that he 
made a sacrifice in order to become incarnate, no suggestion 
that he showed his ҳар: by entering our human lot (ё pâs 
еттдуеусеу movos wy, éavróv Фкеушпеу еу брофрат: àvÜpomov 
yevópevos). Our author feels deeply the suffering of Jesus in the 
days of his flesh, but it is the final sacrifice at the end of his life 
which is emphasized. That he suffered as the eternal Son is 
understood : also, that it was voluntary (1055), also that it was 
his human experience which qualified him to offer the perfect 
sacrifice, by God's харв. But, apart from the (28) allusion to 
the temporary inferiority to angels, the writer does not touch the 
moving idea of the kenotic theories of the incarnation, viz. the 
* sense of sacrifice on the part of a pre-existent One."? 

(2) Since he knew nothing of the sombre view of the сарё 


1 As Н. J. Holtzmann (Neutest. 720000127, ii. 337) and Pfleiderer (p. 287) 
imagine. 


2 H. R. Mackintosh, The Person of Christ, pp. 265 f. 
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which pervaded the Pauline psychology, he found no difficulty 
in understanding how the sinless Jesus could share human flesh 
and blood. Тһе sinlessness is assumed, not argued (cp. on 
44557. Yet the writer does not simply transfer it as a dogmatic 
predicate of messiahship to Jesus. One of the characteristics 
which set IIpós “EGpatous apart in the early Christian literature is 
the idea that Jesus did not possess sinlessness simply as a pre- 
rogative of his divine Sonship or as a requisite for the validity 
of his priestly function. It was not a mere endowment. The idea 
rather is that he had to realize and maintain it bv a prolonged 
moral conflict еу rats juépais THs capkós avrov. This view goes 
back to direct historical tradition, with its deeply marked im- 
pression of the personality of Jesus, and no sort of justice is done 
to IIpós "EBpaíovs if its conceptions of the human Son as sinless 
are referred to a theoretical interest or dogmatic prepossession. 
Such an interpretation is bound up with the view that pds 
"Efpatovs represents the more or less arbitrary fusion of ап his- 
torical tradition about Jesus with a pre-Christian christology. 
But it is not enough to speak vaguely of materials for such a 
christology floating in pre-Christian Judaism and crystallizing 
round the person of Jesus, once Jesus was identified with the 
messiah. The crystallization was not fortuitous. What 11рд$ 
"EBpaíovs contains is a christology which implies features and 
characteristics in Jesus too definite to be explained away as 
picturesque deductions from messianic postulates or Philonic 
speculations. These undoubtedly enter into the statement of 
the christology, but the motives and interests of that christology 
lie everywhere. The writer’s starting-point is not to be sought 
in some semi-metaphysical idea like that of the eternal Son as a 
supernatural being who dipped into humanity for a brief interval 
in order to rise once more and resume his celestial glory; the 
mere fact that the eschatology is retained, though it does not 
always accord with the writer’s characteristic view of Christ, shows 
that he was working from a primitive historical tradition about 
Jesus (see above, pp. xlivf.). To this may be added the fact 
that he avoids the Hellenistic term сотур, a term which had been 
associated with the notion of the appearance of a deity hitherto 
hidden.! The allusions to the historical Jesus are not numerous, 
but they are too detailed and direct to be explained away ; he 
preached сотурѓа, the message of eschatological bliss; he be- 
longed to the tribe of Judah; he was sorely tempted, badly 


1 He does not use the technical language of the mystery-religions (cp. on 
64), and they cannot be shown to have been present continuously to his mind. 
If the argument from silence holds here, he probably felt for them the same 
aversion as the devout Philo felt (de Sacrif. 12), though Philo on occasion 
would employ their terminology for his own purposes. 
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treated, and finally crucified outside Jerusalem. These are the 
main outward traits. But they are bound up with an inter- 
pretation of the meaning of Jesus which is not a mere deduction 
from messianic mythology or OT prophecies, and it is unreal, in 
view of a passage like 57, e.g., to imagine that the writer was 
doing little more than painting in a human face among the 
messianic speculations about a divine Son. 

(с) Neither is the sinlessness of Jesus connected with the 
circumstances of his human origin. Хо explanation at all is 
offered of how this pre-existent Son entered the world of men. 
It is assumed that he did not come out of humanity but that he 
came into it; yet, like Paul and the author of the Fourth Gospel 
(19), our author is not interested in questions about the human 
birth. Even when he describes the prototype Melchizedek as 
“without father and mother" (73), he is not suggesting any 
parallel to the Christ; the phrase is no more than a fanciful 
deduction from the wording or rather the silence of the legend, 
just as the original priest-king Gudea says to the goddess in the 
Sumerian tale, * I have no mother, thou art my mother ; I have 
no father, thou art my father.” It is impossible to place this 
allusion beside the happy misquotation in 10° “а body thou 
hast prepared for me," and to argue, as Pfleiderer (p. 287) does, 
that the incarnation is conceived as purely supernatural. All we 
need to do is to recall the Alexandrian belief, voiced in a passage 
like Wisd 819 (“ І was the child of fine parts: to my lot there 
fell a good soul, or rather being good I entered a body un- 
defiled”); the good soul is what we call the personality, the 
thinking self, to which God allots a body, and birth, in the ordinary 
human way, is not incompatible with the pre-existence of the 
soul or self which, prior to birth, is in the keeping of God. Тһе 
author of IIpós “ЕВраѓоъѕ could quite well think of the incarna- 
tion of Jesus along such lines, even although for him the pre- 
existent Christ meant much more than the pre-existent human 
soul. 

The meaning of the incarnation is, in one aspect, to yield a 
perfect example of faith (1225) in action ; in another and, for the 
writer, a deeper, to prepare Jesus, by sympathy and suffering, for 
his sacrificial function on behalf of the People. "The rationalé 
of his death is that it 1s inexplicable except upon the fact of his 
relationship to men as their representative and priest before 
God (214). From some passages like 58 727, it has been in- 
ferred that Jesus had to offer a sacrifice on his own behalf as 
well as on behalf of men (z.e. his tears and cries in Gethsemane), 
or that he only overcame his sinful nature when he was raised 
to heaven. But this is to read into the letter of the argument 
more than the writer ever intended it to convey. "The point of 
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his daring argument is that the sufferings of Jesus were not 
incompatible with his sinlessness, and at the same time that they 
rendered his sacrifice of himself absolutely efficacious. Тһе 
writer is evidently in line with the primitive synoptic tradition, 
though he never proves the necessity of the sufferings from OT 
prophecy, as even his contemporary Peter does, preferring, with 
a fine intuition in the form of a religious reflection, to employ 
the idea of moral congruity (219). 


(vii.) 

The symbolism of the highpriesthood and sacrifice of Jesus 
in the heavenly sanctuary is therefore designed to convey the 
truth that the relations of men with God are based finally upon 
Jesus Christ. In the unseen world which is conceived in this 
naive idealistic way, Jesus is central; through him God is known 
and accessible to man, and through him man enjoys forgiveness 
and fellowship with God. When Paul once wrote, rà душ 
фроуєітє, та душ (цтеіте, if he had stopped there he would have 
been saying no more than Epictetus or Marcus Aurelius might 
have said and did say. But when he added, о? ó Хрістос ёст 
(ғу бегі rod бео0 кабиєуоѕ), he defined the upper sphere in а 
new sense. So with the author of IIpós "Efjpacovs. In the real 
world of higher things, *everything is dominated by the figure 
of the great High Priest at the right hand of the Majesty in the 
Heavens, clothed in our nature, compassionate to our infirmities, 
able to save to the uttermost, sending timely succour to those 
who are in peril, pleading our cause. It is this which faith 
sees, this to which faith clings as the divine reality behind and 
beyond all that passes, all that tries, daunts, or discourages the 
soul: it is this in which it finds the еле realisstmum, the very 
truth of things, all that is meant by God."! 

Yet while this is the central theme (chs. 7-10), which the 
writer feels it is essential for his friends to grasp if they are to 
maintain their position, it is one proof of the primitive character 
of Прбе “Ебраіоз that it preserves traces of other and more 
popular ideas of Christianity. Thus (a) there is the primitive 
idea of the messiah as the heir, who at the resurrection inherits 
full power as the divine Son or KAnpovoyos. Strictly speaking, 
this does not harmonize with the conception of the Son as 
eternal, but it reappears now and then, thrown up from the 
eschatological tradition which the author retains (see above, 
pp. xxxilif.). (2) The isolated reference to the overthrow of 
the devil is another allusion to ideas which were in the back- 
ground of the writers mind (see on 214 15). (г) The scanty 

1 Denney, Tke Death of Christ, pp. 239, 240. 
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use made of the íavourite conception of Jesus as the divine 
Kupuos (see below, p. 1х1її) is also remarkable. This is not one of 
the writer's categories; the elements of divine authority and 
of a relation between the Кур:оѕ and the divine Community 
are expressed otherwise, in the idea of the Highpriest and the 
People. 

Furthermore the category of the Highpriesthood itself was 
not large enough for the writer’s full message. (a) It could not 
be fitted in with his eschatology any more than the idea of the 
two worlds could be. The latter is dovetailed into his scheme 
by the idea of faith as practically equivalent to hope (in 1095); 
the world to come actually enters our experience here and now, 
but the full realization is reserved for the end, and meantime 
Christians must wait, holding fast to the revelation of God in 
the present. Тһе former could not be adjusted to the eschat- 
ology, and the result is that when the writer passes to speak in 
terms of the primitive expectation of the end (1085—1229), he 
allows the idea of the Highpriesthood to fall into the back- 
ground. In any case the return of Jesus is connected only 
with the deliverance of his own People (928). Не does not 
come to judge; that is a function reserved for God. The 
end is heralded by a cataclysm which is to shake the whole 
universe, heaven as well as earth (111 1226), another conception 
which, however impressive, by no means harmonizes with the 
idea of the two spheres. But the writer's intense consciousness of 
living in the last days proved too strong for his speculative theory 
of the eternal and the material orders. (0) Again, the High- 
priesthood was inadequate to the ethical conceptions of the 
writer. It did involve ethical ideas—the cleansing of the con- 
science and the prompting of devotion and awe, moral con- 
secration, and inward purity (these being the real “ worship”) ; 
but when he desires to inspire his readers he instinctively turns 
to the vivid conception of Jesus as the åpxņyós, as the pioneer 
and supreme example of faith on earth. 

The latter aspect brings out the idea of a contemplation 
of Jesus Christ, a vision of his reality (cp. 3! 12) 2), which, 
when correlated with the idea of a participation in the higher 
world of reality, as embodied in the Highpriest aspect, raises 
the question, how far is it legitimate to speak of the writer as 
mystical ? 


(viii.) 
To claim or to deny that he was a mystic is, after all, a 
question of words. Не is devoid of the faith-mysticism which 


characterizes Paul. Even when he speaks once of believers being 
метохог Христо? (31%), he means no more than their membership 
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in the household of God over which Christ presides ; there is no 
hint of the personal trust in Christ which distinguishes “ faith” 
in Paul. As important is the consideration that the writer does 
not take the sacrifices of the levitical cultus as merely symbolizing 
union with God. Such is the genuinely mystical interpretation. 
To him, on the other hand, sacrifice is an action which bears 
upon man’s relation to God, and it is from this point of view 
that he estimates and criticizes the levitical cultus. But while 
technically he is not a mystic, even in the sense in which that 
much-abused term may be applied to any NT writer, he has 
notes and qualities which might be called * mystical.” То call 
him an ‘‘idealist” is the only alternative, and this is misleading, 
for idealism suggests a philosophical detachment which is not suit- 
able to IIpos “EBpaiovs. Оп the other hand, his profound sense 
of the eternal realities, his view of religion as inspired by the 
unseen powers of God, his conception of fellowship with God as 
based on the eternal presence of Jesus in heaven—these and 
other elements in his mind mark him as a definitely unworldly 
spirit, impatient of any sensuous medium, even of a sacrificial 
meal, that would interpose between the human soul and God. 
Not that he uses any pantheistic language; he is more careful 
to avoid this than a writer like the author of First John. His 
deep moral nature conceives of God as a transcendent Majestic 
Being, before whom believers must feel awe and reverence, even 
as they rejoice and are thankful. He has a wholesome sense of 
God's authority, and an instinctive aversion to anything like a 
sentimental, presumptuous piety (see above, pp. xxxvf.) Yet 
as he speaks of the Rest or the City of God, as he describes the 
eternal Sanctuary, or the unshaken order of things, or as he 
delineates the present position of God's People here in their 
constant dependence on the unseen relation between Christ and 
God, he almost tempts us to call him “mystical,” if “ mysticism ” 
could be restricted to the idea that the human soul may be 
united to Absolute Reality or God. He is certainly not 
mystical as Philo is;! there is no hint in IIpós 'Efjpaíovs, for 
example, of an individualistic, occasional rapture, in which the 
soul soars above sense and thought into the empyrean of the 
unconditioned. He remains in close touch with moral realities 
and the historical tradition. But the spirituality of his outlook, 
with its speculative reach and its steady openness to influences 
pouring from the unseen realities, hardly deserves to be de- 
nied the name of “mystical,” simply because it is neither wistful 
nor emotional. 


1 The soundest account of Philo’s ** mysticism ” is by Professor H. A. А. 
Kennedy іп Philos Contribution to Religion, p. 211 f. 
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8 3. STYLE AND DICTION. 


(i) 

IIpós “Е ро(оие is distinguished, among the prose works of 
the primitive church, by its rhythmical cadences. Тһе writer 
was acquainted with the oratorical rhythms which were popular- 
ized by Isokrates, and although he uses them freely, when he 
uses them at all his periods show traces of this rhetorical 
method. According to Aristotle's rules upon the use of paeans 
in prose rhythm (AZef. iii. 8. 6-7), the opening ought to be 
-ovu while coo- should be reserved for the conclusion. 
Our author, however, begins with zoAvpepws, an introductory 
rhythm (cp. 1? 312) which seems to be rather a favourite. with 


м м м 


we м м 
him, e.g. 3! обеу аб«Аф, 719 eri Е еу ту, 12% В\єтєтє py, 1320 


о дє Geos, though he varies it with an anapaest and ап iambus 
ou-ou- (tg. 2145.14 1116 010 ойк émaurx, 12)? etc.), ОГ--.,-- 
(as іп 512 64 77, see below, 13° airós yàp etpy«, etc.), or- ——— — 
(as in 23 35 116 mio reUo at yap det, 11?? etc.), or even occasionally 
with three trochees -L - ,- о (eg. 128), or- ,——- (1211 1313 
etc.), or -< 22 —- (eg. 113 412), or even two anapaests (eg. 1° 
51 1310), or - -— ,— (13?). He also likes to carry on or even 
to begin a new sentence or paragraph with the same or a similar 
rhythm as іп the end of the preceding, eg. -222--2---іп 
АП and 412, or ,., ,-- ,-- 0 in 7? and 722, or as in 8!? 
(--2---ІЕ----Ч222------ == --) апа о! 
vL UL “г 
and roll, and to repeat а rhythm. twice in succession, as, £g., 
—-.--u.in 2? (rTyAcKavrys à МСК E т: архйу Ла), 22----- in 

419 (ó yap «іс«Абоу eis тү ‚.. бто TOV Єрүшу айто®), OT - ,.— 2 —— 
E 12! (тогуароду кай jets тућко?т éxovres). Тһе standard 
closing rhythm | 2.- does not clearly occur till 113 (yeyovévac), 
114 (ет. AaA et), 112? (Вао4Х6о<), and 12?*; it 1s not so frequent as, 
ёс, „2 —— (7° 29 926 төз r713. 15.28 123 etc.) He also likes 
to close with a single ог an echoing rhythm like -- – – — in 13 
(адууе ёи úynàois), 210 (ат wv reXe.Onat), 218 (тетоубе mepacĝeis 

. pévois Воцбйайд, ог --2- in 719 928 (ёфбујаєтог . . 

сотуріау), 114 (кеу TO Hew. . . ато? той Oeod), 1121 etc. А 
curious variety in almost parallel clauses occurs in 11} 


d 
= -. — — -— — e == 


му м м bod 
eg Tiv бз пасті E VTOTTATLS 


м ч 


отан ро оу Бастан 


INTRODUCTION lvii 


where the cross cadences are plain, as in Isokrates often. But 
at the end of sentences, as a rule, he prefers ./.,.,-., (тара- 
рифиеу, 21 86), or -.,-- () AaXotpev, 25 79 7 etc.) or -.--- 
(шу тӨХафоал, 210 218 314 43.11 11?! etc.) sometimes the weighty 
---- (217 82 109 119 114 еќс.), or -. — (41 5512 102.18. 27 
115) now and then, or one or even two (5!!) anapaests, often 
ending on a short syllable. 

He is true to the ancient principle of Isokrates, however, that 
prose should be mingled with rhythms of all sorts, especially 
iambic and trochaic, and there even happen to be two trimeters 
іп 1219, besides the similar rhythm in 1218. 26, Also he secures 
smoothness often by avoiding the practice of making a word 
which begins with a vowel follow a word which ends with a 
vowel (de ті фшуцеута uù) ovpmmrew). Parallelisms in sound, 
sense, and form are not infrequent. These ox»jpara of Isokrates 
can be traced, e.g., in 1%3 where, Бу ávríÓeois, ду . . . mávrov 
answers to 05... vrooTáccos abro), as б. ой... éroincer to 
фероу . . . Óvvápeos abro), Or as in 111, which is, however, a 
case Of zapiowots or parallelism in form. Ав in Wisdom, the 
accumulation of short syllables, a characteristic of the later 
prose, 1S frequent in IIpós "EBpatovs (e.g. in 21-2 more тарар)... 
Aoyos eyevero BeBaros, 69:19 қай exopeva. . . . ov yap ад:коѕ о Geos), 
TOP prl 19 123.9 154 etc.) At the same time, IIpos.'ESpatovs 
is not written in parallel rhythm, like Wisdom (cp. Thackeray’s 
study in Journal of Theological Studies, vi. pp. 232f.); it is 
a prose work, and, besides, we do not expect the same 
opportunities for using even prose-rhythms in the theological 
centre of the writing, though in the opening chapters and 
towards the close, the writer has freer play. Опе от two samples 
may be cited, e.g., in the two parallel clauses of 12: 


м ew” =— = 5 Мыш ее” ал 
ov «бикеу kAypovopov таутшу 


“.. nd ч bod 
ба оу KAL ETOLOEV TOUS Alwrvas, 


w ч с- сет 


ог in 1? where agews avrov answers to омеов avrov. In 216 the 
two clauses begin with --- and end with emAapPavera, the 
verb being obviously repeated to bring out the anapaestic 
rhythm. The *cretic? (2 2 —), which is particularly frequent, 
is seen clearly in a carefully wrought passage like 4819; 


bd ч ч w 


e. yap avrovs 150015 kaTeravoev 
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— — — <= 


ovK ау тері aÀÀxys eade peta ravr(a) pepas 


=- — — i— 


ww w T ы = X E 
apla) атоХегтетоі caBBaticpos Tw Хао Tov Ücov 
м ч mds = е we T м Слан 


о уар ас«Абшу as THY кататаосіу avTov 


— oom — 


ч+ ч МУ ч? 
ка AUTOS катєташосєеу 


—— oe = == —9 
му мә 


ато TWV epyov QUTOU 


www Ce о ы 


остер ато TOv Lowy о Geos. 


There is a repeated attempt at balance, e.g. of clauses, like 
(71) 


w м Xe v 
уруасауто ÒLKALOTUVYV 
“4 сә — м М" 


ETETUXOV єтауує\№оу, 


where both have the same number of syllables and end on the 


МУ ч À „+ 
same rhythm; or, in the next verse, where доошу mvpos is 


ч+ чы чч му 


echoed in ефлуоу стора, while there is a similar harmony of sound 
in the closing syllables of 


“ м ч 
upori єў тоХецо 


м м мт" 


шау аАХотриоу, 


and іп уу. 3? апа 38 the balancing is obvious in 


еу фоуо payatpys 


TepujAÜov ev 
vaTepovp.evou OAL 


м м “7 


еу еру) мол 
or in the chiming of 38 and 99; 


-- — — == — — — -— = 


“. 
Ka, c7 :Àatots KAL то OTAS TNS YNYS 


— — oo — — — — === 


A. 


kat OvTOL таутес paprvpyÜevres д. 
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As for the bearing of this rhythmical structure on the text, it 
does not affect the main passages in question (eg. 29 62); it 
rather supports and indeed may explain the omission of то before 
vig in 1l, and of õào in 27, as well as the right of ueAAóvrov to 
stand in 9!! and in 101; it might favour, however, dyyéAwv yevó- 
pevos instead of yevóuevos trav ayyéAwv in 14, and the insertion of 
7] oretpa in 111) and of dpe in 1218, if it were pressed ; while, on the 
other hand, as employed by Blass, it buttresses the wrong insertion 
of меурі réXovs PePaiay in 39, and inferior readings like cvyxexepac- 
pévovs and axovobetow іп 42, екбехонеуов (D*) in 928, d in 127, гу 
XoA7 їп 1215, and åvéyeoĝo іп 132 But the writer is not shackled 
to ortxor, though his mind evidently was familiar with the rhythms 
in question. 

Сі.) 

There are traces of vernacular Greek, but the language and 
style are idiomatic on the whole. ‘Thus the perfect is sometimes 
employed for the sake of literary variety, to relieve a line of aorists 
(e.g. 111728), and indeed is often used aoristically, without апу 
subtle intention (cp. on 76 etc.); it is pedantic to press signifi- 
cance into the tenses, without carefully watching the contemporary 
Hellenistic usage. Тһе definite article is sparingly employed. 
Ме/... 66 on the other hand, is more common, as we might 
expect from the antithetical predilections of the author in his 
dialectic. Ав for the prepositions, the avoidance of ev is re- 
markable (cp. on 1214, all the more remarkable since our author 
is fond of verbs compounded with суу.  Oratorical imperatives 
are used with effect (eg. 31:12 7* то? etc), also double (1° 113. 14 
125-7) and even triple (31618) dramatic questions, as well as single 
Ones (5551711 013.14 109 1319? 12°). The style is persuasive, 
neither diffuse nor concise. Тһе writer shows real skill in man- 
aging his transitions, suggesting an idea before he develops it (e.g. 
in 217 59). Не also employs artistically parentheses and asides, 
sometimes of considerable length (e.g. xa0ós . . . karámavotv 
ШОР ИО ЕТЕ оэ 112210) now and then slightly irrelevant (42.3); 
but occasionally, as in Plato, of real weight (e.g. 216 712; oióéy 

. убиов 71? 104; тіст05 yap б епаууаДареуов 1028; фу оїк Tv 
абю< 6 кбтдо< 1188 1315) ; they frequently explain а phrase (тоют 
ётт+у тоу dudBorov 214; то%т ёсті Tovs абеАфоів айтду 75; б Лаб 
уар ет аўтт$ уеуонобетцта:711; түт... еуестцкбта 09; TOT ёсті 

. ктігеше 011; тойт 6отіу THs capkós аўто? 107 1220), especially 
an OT citation (e.g. 410 618 72.7; айтиу/ее катӣ vópov просфёроутох 108) 
on which the writer commentsin passing. Опе outstanding feature 
of the style (for Проѕ “ЕВраѓоъѕ is Adis катєстрацрёут, not Aééis 
вірбиеуу in the sense of rapid dialogue) is the number of long, 
Garetully constructed sentences (eg. 11% 271 214-157 51215 412.18 
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51-3 67-10 64-6 616-20 71-8 84-6 92-5 96-10 024-26 1911-13 1919-25 p 124-26 y 91.2 
1219-3), Yet his short sentences are most effective, e.g. 219 43 1018, 
and once at least (31618) there is a touch of the rapid, staccato 
diatribé style, which lent itself to the needs of popular preach- 
ing. He loves a play on words or assonance, e.g. карда movnpa 
árwrTías еу TQ дтосттуо: (312), таракаДеіте éavroUs . . . дур 
oU TO onpepov Kadctrat (319), ékaÜev аф Фу éraÜev (58), kaAoU те 
каї како? (514), dma mpoaevexOcis eis TO тоЛАфу ауеуеукейу ápaprías 





(975), тособтоу Еуоутес теріке(меуоу Ту уефов uaprípov . . . rpéxo- 
меу TOV троквімеуоу Тл ауфуа (121), é«AéAqaOe THs mapakXija eos 
pnde éxAvov (129), uévovaav тддау 4АА& THY i éAXovaav (131). 
Also he occasionally likes to use a term in two senses, e.g. Cov 
уар б Абуов то? бео9 . . . тро ду тшу 6 Абуов (412° 18), and ua 81k 
п 915 From first to last he i 18 addicted to the gentle practice of 
alliteration, e.g. тоХумербе Kai тоћутротос пала: 6 Peds Aaryoas 
TOLS ae еу Tots трофтјтаҳ (1), таса тара Восиѕ каї mapako 
(27), афйкеу avrà дуутбтактоу (28), rov атдатоХоу кай apxvepea (35) 
Kairot oma като$о\ў< кӧсџрох (43), ё>бунл]с eov Kal €vvoLOV (4! 25 
ATATWP, йнлтор, Gyeveaoyyros GE ), бй TO airs acbeves Kat üvo- 
eres (718), cis тб zavreAés . . . rovs тросерхомеуоие . . . таутотв 
Cav UE ой Kexnpevor THS aiwviou KAqpovopias (915), elondAOev а уа 
Xpirros дутітута төз аАлби/фу, ал eis ойтду (9%), ёте ede афтбу 
то\Аакы тобегу ато ката Воћ)ѕ kóo pov (926), атаё еті cvvredcia TOV 
aiovov eis abernow TAS ápaprías (929), атоке(тал Tots avOpwrots drag 
йтобауегу (977), еу avrais ávdpyuats ápapruv (109), абҰуатоу yàp 
айша Tavpov kai траушу афареу &рарт:оѕ (19%), Өларєси Өеотрі00- 
p.evoc (1093), ei деу екейуце euvnpovevoy аф ys é£éByaav (111), таса 
pèv тоабеба mpòs èv тб тороу (1211), териссотеро< дё mrapakaAÓ rovro 
топта (1319). Оп the other hand, he seems deliberately to 
avoid alliteration once by altering бебеу into éroinca (8%). 

One or two other features of his style are remarkable. There 
is, for example, the predilection for sonorous compounds like 
pcbarrodocia and ейтерівтатов, and also the love of adjectives in а 
privative, which Aristotle noted as a mark of the elevated style 
(Rhet. iti. 6. 7); in Прбе 'Efpaíovs there are no fewer than 
twenty-four such, while even in the historical romance miscalled 
3 Mac. there are no more than twenty. Other items are the 
fondness for nouns ending in -ts (cp. on 24), the extensive use of 
periphrases (ср. on 4!!), and of the infinitive and the preposition 
(see on 3!2), The use of a word like те is also noticeable. 
Apart from eleven occurrences of те kaí, and one doubtful case 
of re... Te... kal (67), те links (a) substantives without any 
preceding кас or дє; (b) principal clauses, as іп 122; and (0) par- 
ticipial clauses, as in 1? 6 Emphasis ts generally brought out 
by throwing a word forward or to the very end of the sentence. 
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The writer is also in the habit of interposing several words 
between the article or pronoun and the substantive ; e.g. 


14 д:афоротєроу тар” avroUs кекАтроубицкеу бода, 





48 ойк àv тері GAAns 2АаХевг perà таёта ирас. 








1011 ras афтае тоААак тросфероу Üvaías. 





19 2 ЕЛЕК е ^ / ^ 
IO мау virep ALAPTLWV T POO €v eykas Ouciav. 
---- 





a ^ / , 
1077 mvpós (%Хов éobiew péeAXovtos rovs bzevavriovs. 
12? Tov TotauTyY vTOQ«evevgkora tro TOV ápaproAQv els айтбу 
avttAoyiav. 


Further, his use of the genitive absolute is to be noted, e.g., 
=== 
24 ovveryaptupovvtos то? co) ктА. 
41 катаћелторєут5 . . . avroU (seven words between pý rore 
and бок? т<). 
43 като: TOv ерушу . . . yevyfévrov. 
712 метатібереууе yap TIS tepoavvrs. 
84 бутш» Tov тросфердутоу катй vópov Tà дбра.. 
6 тоутшу бё ойто kareakevac ёро. 
99 тойто буАоФутов tov Ilveóparos tov 'Ayíov . . . еті tis 
трөтте cK59vüs éxovays отдочу. 
015 бағатоу yevopévov . . . тара асешу (ten words between 
Отис and т. ё. Aaffóow). 
919 AarnGeions yap macys évroAs . . . Movaéas. 
1076 éxovuiws yap анартаудутшу 1)uQv. 
114 gaprvpoUvros еті Tois бороіе афто? Tov cov. 


Finally, there is an obvious endeavour to avoid harsh hiatus, 
sometimes by the choice of a term (e.g. ĝiri for ore, as in 
Polybius and Theophrastus, or axpis for ауры, or ws for бт), and 
a distinct fondness for compound verbs; Moulton (ii. 11), 
reckoning by the pages of WH, finds that while Mark has 5'7 
compound verbs per page, Acts 6:25, Hebrews has 8o, and Раш 
only 3:8. 

His vocabulary is drawn from a wide range of reading. 
Whether he was a Jew by birth or not, he goes far beyond the 
LXX. His Greek recalls that of authors like Musonius Rufus 
and the philosophical Greek writers, and he affects more or less 
technical philosophical terms like aito@yrnpiov, dyptoupyds, бӨлуоч, 
кетротабейу, т«Хеібо, TéÀos, тииоріа, and vmóOerypa. Не was 
acquainted with the books of the Maccabees, Wisdom, Sirach, and 
perhaps even Philo. This last affinity is strongly marked. Тһе 
more he differs from Philo in his speculative interpretation of 
religion, the more I feel, after a prolonged study of Philo, that 
our author had probably read some of his works; it is not easy 
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to avoid the conclusion that his acquaintance with the Hellenistic 
Judaism of Alexandria included an acquaintance with Philo's 
writings. However this may be, the terminology of the Wisdom 
literature was as familiar to this early Christian д:даскалоѕ as to 
the author of James.! 

As for the LXX, the text he used—and he uses it with some 
freedom in quotations—must have resembled that of A (cp. 
Buchel in Studien und Kritiken, 1906, pp. 508—591), upon the 
whole. It is to his acquaintance with the LXX that occasional 
'* Semitisms ” in his style may be referred, e.g. the ет есуатоу of 
11, the карб/а &rio rias of 312, the гу то Аєуєсда of 315, the Opóvos 
rijs xapitos of 416, and the phrases in 57 95 and 1215 But this is a 
minor point. We note rather that (а) he sometimes uses LXX 
terms (e.g. duvvapets) in a special Hellenistic sense, or in a sense of 
hisown. (4) Again, it is the use of the contents of the LXX which 
is really significant. Тһе nearest approach to IIpós 'Efpatovs, in 
its treatment of the OT, is the speech of Stephen, the Hellenistic 
Jewish Christian, іп Ac 71:53, where we have a similar use of the 
typological method and a similar freedom in handling the OT 
story (cp. 231. 4791, eg. Ac 77? = He 1127), which proves how 
men like these writers, for all their reverence for the LXX, sat 
wonderfully free to the letter of the scripture and employed, 
without hesitation, later Jewish traditions in order to interpret it 
for their own purposes. But Stephen's reading of the OT is 
not that of IIpós “ЕВра(оз. Тһе latter never dwells on the 
crime of the Jews in putting Jesus to death (12° is merely а 
general, passing allusion), whereas Stephen makes that crime 
part and parcel of the age-long obstinacy and externalism which 
had characterized Israel. Іп Ilpos ‘Efpaiovs, again, the кА- 
povopía of Palestine is spiritualized (37%), whereas Stephen merely 
argues that its local possession by Israel was not final. Stephen, 
again, argues that believers in Jesus are the true heirs of the OT 
spiritual revelation, not the Jews; while in Проѕ 'Efpatovs the 
continuity of the People is assumed, and Christians are regarded 
as 2550 facto the People of God, without any allusion to the Jews 
having forfeited their privileges. Here the author of Про 
“EGpaiovs differs even from the parable of Jesus (cp. on 11); һе 
conveys no censure of the historical Jews who had been 
responsible for the crucifixion. The occasional] resemblances 
between Stephen’s speech and Прбе 'Efpaíovs are not so signifi- 
cant as the difference of tone and temper between them, e.g. in 
their conceptions of Moses and of the angels (cp. on He 2?). 
For another thing, (с) the conception of God derives largely 


1 On the philosophical background of ideas as well as of words, see А. R. 
Eagar in Hermathena, xi. pp. 263-287; and H. T. Andrews in Æxpositor?, 
xiv. pp. 348f. 
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from the element of awe and majesty in the OT (see on 14 
415 1099. 31 12%), This has been aiready noted (see pp. xxxv f.). 
But linguistically there are characteristic elements in the various 
allusions to God. Apart altogether from a stately term like 
MeyaAocvvg (18 8!) or Aó£a (95), we get a singular number of 
indirect, descriptive phrases like 60 бу rà таута каї дг ob та 
таута (210), тф roijoavte айтбу (32), mpos бу ну 6 Абуов (413), 
тоу Ouvapevov тобе айту ёк Üavárov (57), ó émayyeAdpevos 
(10% 111), тоу доратоу (1127), тоу az’ ойрауау хрциат(боута (12%). 
After 11, indeed, there is a slight tendency to avoid the use of 
6 @eos and to prefer such periphrases of а solemn and even 
liturgical tone. It is noticeable, e.g., that while 6 беде occurs 
about seventy-eight times in 2 Co (which is about the same 
length as IIpos “ЕВра(охв), it only occurs fifty-five times in the 
latter writing. Тһе title (6) Куриов is also rare; it was probably 
one of the reasons that suggested the quotation in 1!9f. (күре), 
but it is mainly applied to God (1219, and almost invariably 
in connexion with OT quotations (7?! 8? 58. 1016 1090 126 136). 
Once only it is applied to Jesus (2?), apart from the solitary use of 
б к0р:оѕ quay in 714 (+ ‘Ingots, 33. 104. 2127) and in the doxology 
with ‘Incots (13%). It 15 nota term to which the author attaches 
special significance (cp. оп 7%).  'Igeoís, as in (i) 29 (тоу бё 
Bpexó т. тар  àyyéXovs HAatTwpévov Bàéropev соду), (ii) 3! 
(xaravoqcare Tov дтостоХоу Kai ápxtepéa тїз ÓpoAoyías yar 
'Igycotv), (iii) 41% (éxovres oiv dpytepéa меуау OwAqAvÜOra Tors 
офрауо(е, ‘Incody), (iv) 620 (бтоу mpddpopos i-ip pv «во Абеу 
lgcoís) (v) 772 (ката Tocobrov Kat крєіттоуоѕ д:абууктѕ yéyovev 
éyyvos Igcovs), (vi) 101? (êv то анаты 'Tgoot), (vit) 12? (тбу ris 
miotews dpxnyov каї т«ХЛеөтту "Lgoobv), (viii) 1224 (каї діабуктс 
véas рєсітт lgoov), (ix) 1312 (біб каї “Incots), (x) 1320 (roy 
поциёуа TOv троВдтоу Tov peyav еу адат: дабікуе aiwyiov, тбу 
kúpiov ðv 'lgcovv), is generally the climax of an impressive 
phrase or phrases. Тһе unique use of this name in such con- 
nexions soon led to liturgical or theological expansions, as, e.g., 
3! (+Xpicrov, C° K L V тод. 326. 1175 syr arm Orig. Chrys.), 
6% (+ Xpurrós, D), 101% ( + то? Xpiorov, 1827 vg), 1312 (+6, 5 [as 
Col 317]. 330 [as Col 317), 440 [as Ro 8!!]. 623. 635. 1867. 2004: 
+6 képios, 1836: Хрістос, 487), 1379 (+ Xpwaróv, D V 5. 104. 177. 
males 23. 237 430. 547. 623. 635. 1331 1837 13891 late 
syr™ Chrys.) Xpiorós (39 01-24), ог 6 Хротос (31% 55 61 g14. 28. 
1126), has also been altered ; e.g. 314 (күріоу, 256. 2127: Oeon, 635: 
om. rov, 467), 55 (om. б, 462), 6! (0«ov, 38. 2005: om. 429), 074 
(+6 C* D V 104. 256. 263. 326. 467. 1739. 2127 arm: 'Igaots, 
823 vg Orig.) but less seriously. 'усо15 Xpwrós only occurs 
thrice (тот? 138 21), 
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So far as vocabulary and style go, there are certain affinities between 
IIpés 'Egpatovs and (а) the Lucan writings, (0) 1 Peter, and, to a less degree, 
(c) the Pastoral Epistles ; but an examination of the data indicates that the 
affinities are not sufficient to do more than indicate a common atmosphere of 
thought and expression at some points. I do not now feel it safe to go 
beyond this cautious verdict. The author of Прёѕ 'E8paíovs has idiosyncrasies 
which are much more significant than any such affinities. His literary re- 
lations with the other NT writers, if he had any, remain obscure, with two 
exceptions. Whether he had read Paul's epistles or not, depends in part on 
the question whether the quotation in 10% was derived outright from Ro 
1219 or from some flori/eg?um of messianic texts; but, apart from this, there 
are numerous cases of what seem to be reminiscences of Paul. As for 
1 Peter, our author has some connexion, which remains unsolved, with what 
probably was an earlier document. 


To sum up. He has a sense of literary nicety, which 
enters into his earnest religious argument without rendering it 
artificial or over-elaborate. He has an art of words, which is 
more than an unconscious sense of rhythm. Не has the style 
of a trained speaker; it is style, yet style at the command 
of a devout genius. ‘‘Of Hellenistic writers he is the freest 
from the monotony that is the chief fault of Hellenistic com- 
pared with literary Greek; his words do not follow each other 
in a mechanically necessary order, but are arranged so as to 
emphasize their relative importance, and to make the sentences 
effective as well as intelligible. One may say that he deals with 
the biblical language (understanding by this the Hellenistic 
dialect founded on the LXX, not merely his actual quotations 
from it) . . . as a preacher, whose first duty is to be faithful, 
but his second to be eloquent” (W. Н. Simcox, The Writers of 
the NT, p. 43). 


§ 4. TEXT, COMMENTARIES, ETC. 


(i.) 

The textual criticism of IIpós “EBpaiovs is bound up with the 
general criticism of the Pauline text (cp. Romans in the 
present series, pp. lxiii ff.), but it has one or two special features 
of its own, which are due in part (a) to the fact of its exclusion 
from the NT Canon in some quarters of the early church, and 
(6) also to the fact that the Pauline F (Greek text) and С are 
wholly, while B C Н MN W pP? and 048 are partially, missing. 
It is accidental that the Philoxenian Syriac version has not 
survived, but the former phenomenon (а) accounts for the 
absence of IIpós “Efpaiovs not simply from the Gothic version, 
but also from the old Latin African bible-text for which 
Tertullian and Cyprian, the pseudo-Augustinian Speculum and 
“« Ambrosiaster,” furnish such valuable evidence in the case of 
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the Pauline epistles. Тһе (2) defectiveness of B, etc., on the 
other hand, is to some extent made up by the discovery of the 
two early papyrus-fragments. 

The following is a list of the MSS and the main cursives, the 
notations of Gregory and von Soden being added in brackets, 
for the sake of convenience in reference : 


CODICUM INDEX. 


к saec. iv. (у.) (017202)! 

AUR у. [02 : à 4]. 

BP 1у. (03: 9 1] cont. 11-09; for remainder cp. cursive 
293. 

(M ү. [04 : ò 3] cont. 24-778 915102 1216. 13%, 

D „ (vi) [06 : a 1026] cont. 1!-13™®. Codex Claromontanus 


is a Graeco-Latin MS, whose Greek text is 
poorly? reproduced in the later (saec. іх.-х.) 
E=codex Sangermanensis. The Greek text of 
the latter (11-12%) is therefore of no independent 
value (cp. Hort in WH, $$ 335-337); for its 
Latin text, as well as for that of F=codex 
Augiensis (saec. ix.), whose Greek text of IIpós 
"Egpalovs has not been preserved, see below, 
505454 

H „ vi Б : а 1022] cont. 188 211-18 318-18 412-15 роі-7. 32-38 
1210-15 13425; mutilated fragments, at Moscow 
and Paris, of codex Coislinianus. 


KR ix: (018: П]. 

IS ix. [020 : a 5] cont. Е, 

МИ i. (о121:0 1031] cont. 11-45 1221528 

NS ix: [0122 : а 1030] cont. 58-619, 

Бох (025 : а 3] cont. 11-123 121-1 335, 

ж Ң 14.c5 108-113 1173-1217. Oxyrhyn- 
Pes; iv. (а 1034] cont. 214-52 1o*-r155 1173-1217; OxyrAyn 


chus Papyri, iv. (1904) 36-48. Тһе tendency, 
in 2!#—5°, to agree with В “іп the omission of 
unessential words and phrases... gives the 
papyrus peculiar value in the later chapters, 
where В is deficient”; thus p!* partially makes 
up for the loss of B after 914 Otherwise the 
text of the papyrus is closest to that of D. 
pi 5 uv. (в 1043] cont. 01219; Oxyrhynchus Papyri, viii. 
(1911) 11-13. 
(vi. ?) viii,-ix. [044 : 9 6] cont. 1!-8!! 913-135, 
(iv.-vi.) [I] cont. 113 9-12 24-7. 12-14 744-6. 14-16 43-6. 12-14 5-7 
61-3. 10-13. 20 91-2, 7-11. 18-20. 27-28 91. 7-9 (1-4. 9-11. 16-19. 
25-27 iQ5-8. 16-18. 26-29, 35-38 ү [6-7. 12-15. 22-24. 31-33. 38-10 
121: ?-9. 16-18. 25-27 eus 16-16. 23-5. NT MSS in 
Freer Collection, The Washington MS of the Epp. 
of Paul (1918), pp. 294-306. Supports Alexan- 
drian text, and is ‘‘quite free from Western 
readings.” 


ze 





1 An instance may be found in 109, where a corrector of D obelized the 
first and last letters of ôveiôıfóuevor and wrote over it Gearpiféuevon In E 
we get the absurd убібодеуобеатог(омеуов (cp. Gregory’s Zext&riti£ des NT, 
i, 100). 

é 
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O48 saec. v. [a 1] cont. 115-736, 


palimpsest. 


Codex  Patiriensis 15 а 


01427 4,4 X. 08]. 
ӨТІП ү, хи. [х^ | 


Three specimens of how the MSS group themselves may be 
printed. (а) shows the relation between M and the papyrus pP: 


M agrees with pP in eight places: 

3! 'Ige otv. 

3° 0025 obros (+K L vg, alone). 

3% тарта. 

6 dav. 

3? ішФу Еу докіџасід. 

31% тайт 

313 ris e£ ушу. 

4? avykek(e)paagévovs, 
It opposes p? (+ В) in 

37+ dry. 


36 бе. 
38 + uéxpi Tovus BeBalar. 
3? + дє. 
3 ody. 
43 4c rjv before xardravow. 


M has some remarkable affinities with the text of Origen (e.g. 1? 1? 21). 
(2) exhibits the relations of x and D*, showing how А and B agree with them 
on the whole, and how p?? again falls into this group : 


x and D* agree in 


12 position of éroígecev A B M 8* ody AB 
18 +xal before 7 págóos AB М 84 om. тфу lepéuv AB 
2! тараруфддеу A B* 811 om. abróvafter шкро? А В 
27 +xalxaréornoas... 95 xepovBlv (alone of un- 
gov A cials) 
215 бо/Лі05 9? каб йу АВ 
3! om. Хротбу AB Мр? | 9? ерартісеу А 
3* тарта AB Мр | 9% om. ò before Xpirós А 
219 тайт? АВ Мр? | 00 от. of ,, dd A 
32? 90 (so 7°) АВ Мр! | 10? oros A 
4! karaXurouévgs (alone), 1018 бїйро а» А 
except for p? 10% XeXova uévot 
4! mpoelpynrat А (В) р! | 11° тӛ БАетбиеуоу А p? 
415 буитабйсай A B* 1119 ĝvvarós 
416 feos АВ 1179 + yífjs A p? 
53 de айтт> АВ 1180 recap А p^ 
5° дері àáuapriav АВ II?? де yap А 
619 om. той kórov A B 1154 дахаірт (so 11) A 
616 om. меу АВ 125 malas А 
75 Дем 12° position of есте А p? 
“6 om.Tóv before ASpadu В 12° тоХ9 (so 1225) A 
"i EU EL з МӘӨХхіседек B 12?! ёктроџоѕ (alone) 
711 айт 5 АВ 13? kakovxovuévov A M 
711 yevouobérnrat AB 13% yap A M 
716 capxlyns AB 13° éx és А М 
717 waprupetrat АВ 13?! om. ёруф 
82 om. кай before ойк äv- 
Өрштгов B 
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(с) exhibits characteristic readings of H, with some of its 
main allies : 


18 kaĝapıcuóy м AB ТЫ “ЕЕ P vg arm 
215 6 ovA(as к D* i р 
33 mes cE іші» рк А С Н МР vg pesh arm boh 
314 rod Хротодуєу. к AB CD WH MP vg 
317 riow бе к BCD Н PAKE sah 
412 vep yńs xA C Юр АРЕКЕ 
412 уихӯѕ x AB C H P L (vg arm boh) 
415 суутабдђсах KTA BCD SEI 
IO! üvclas(Catràoy) A CD H KL vg 
IO! als DRH L 
IO! duvdrat D H KL vg boh 
I0? om. ovK H? (vg) pesh 
IO? xekaĝapıouévovs М D H P K 
IOS ўидбктсаѕ А CD'WH P 
ro% rois deculors p? А Шен vg pesh boh 
IO?! дуто! р?н A H vg boh 
10% Umrap£uw р!#к* A БАНЫ” ур boh 
10% деудАту шабо х A D WH Р 
IO? povie? к А ОУН PREE 
10% wou ек тїстє к A He vg arm 
1211 таса бё р! к А мне H KL ур реѕћ boh 
1218 тојсатє к D H КІ, 
1215 airs (pis) А H Р 
1216 атой к DFH P KL 
1321 om. Tay айфуор C D H arm 
13? uv А сарми M vg pesh arm boh sah 
1325 4д>» кА CD н РМК ур pesh (arm) boh 
CURSIVES. 
Isaec. x. [6 254) 189 saec. xiii. [Ө 8 9] 
272 хн [а 253] 203 ,, хі. (а 203) 
5 , xiv. [8 453] 206 ,, xiii [а 365] 
Ga cxi [5356] cont. гд? T » xiv. 2 ҮШІ 
102-13 216 ,, xiv. [a 469 
ЧҮ [е 103] 217, хі [а табу сопе 11-60% 
) іх.-х. [9 48] Hort's 17 218 ,, хш. [05359] 
33 » D 
35 ›› xiii. [0 309] 221 ,, x. [a 69] 
38 ,, xiii. [0 355] 226 ,, xi. [6156] 
47 , х.(0т19) 227 ,, xii. [а 258] 
69 ,, xv. [6 505] 241 ,, xi. [ô 507] 
88 ,, хи. [a 200] 242 ,, xii. [ô 206] 
go у, xvi. [8 652] 253 , xi. [ð 152] 
93 » x. [2 SI] 255 у xi. [a 174] 
Im x [O *3] 256 ,, xii. [a 216] 
104 ,, xi. [a 103] 257 ,, xiv. [a 466] 
E х. [Er] 263 ,, xiii-xiv. [5 372] 
177» x1. [a 106] 293 ,, xv. [а 1574] cont. 04-132 
181 ,, xi. [a 101] 296 ,, xvi. [6 600] 


188 ,. xii. [a 200] 323 ,„ хі.-хіі. [а 157] 
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326 saec. xii. [a 257] 941 saec. 
327 ,, xiii. [0%] 999 ,, 
330 ,, xii. [ô 250) 1108 ,, 
337» xii [а 205] «11149 » 
371 5 adv, [a 1431] cont: ОСИЯ 
379 , Xi. [8:253] 

383. ,, хі. [а 353] cont. 11-13! 1243957 
418 ,, xv. (x.) |в 1530] cont. т = 1245 9-, 


ү 1286 (81) 
424 „  xi[O"] Hort's 67 СОО 
429 n, xiii-xiv, [a 398] О 
43155 xii 9:295] ТСЕ: 
436 4, хі. [а 172] 1522 » 


440 ,, x1. |ô 260] 15255 
442925, ШВ IOIO 45 
456  х.?(а52) 1611 ,, 
460 ,, xiii.-xiv. [а 397] 1739 » 
461 ,, xiii. [а 359] 1758 ,, 
4629 , xv. |а 502] 1705 79 
487 , хі, [а 171] 1827 ,, 
499 ,, xiv. [8 459] Hort’s 102 1531. 
491 , хі. [8152] 1836 ,, 
506 ,, хі. [ô r01] 1557. ,, 
522 , xvi. [0:602] 1539 7 
547» xi. [8 157] 1945 » 
614 ,, xiii [a 364) I852 |, 
0277; xi [a 173] 1567 ,, 
аз Xi [a 16i] 157295 
639 ., xi. [a 169] 1873 45 


604200. ху [а 5521 conta 1329 a тое, 
9-13? 1898 ) 


794 5, xiv. [5 454] 1906 ,, 
808 ,, хи. [6 203] 1905 5, 
823 ,, xiii. [ô 368] 1912 2, 
876 ,, xiii [а 356] 2004 ys 
913» xiv. [a 470] 2055 » 
Orc 2, хі, [а 282] 2127, 
917. ,, хи. [а 264] 213905 
919 ,, xi. [a 113] 2143 » 
920 ,, x. (а 551 2147 » 


927 ,, хі. [0 251) 


xiii. (6 369] 
xiii, [8 353] 
xiii. [a 370] 
xiii. [9 370] 
x. [a 74] cont. И 35 6%. 
13% 
xii. [6 198] 
xi. [a 158] 
xi. [a 162] 
хі. [a 170] 
хі. [6 180] 
хі. Га 116) 
xiv. (а 464] 
xiii. [a 361] cont. 11-73 
xiv. [a 468] 
xii. (а 208] 
x. [a 78] 
xlii. [а 396] cont. 11-141 
xiv. [a 486] 


хі. [а 114] cont. 11-1119 
xi.-xii. [a 154] 
xii. [a 209] 
xii. [a 252] 
x. [a 62] 
x. [a 70] 
Xi [Оо 
xi [O m 2] 
x. -xi. [a 1066] 
x. [a 56] 
xiv. [a 1436] cont. 1:-7? 
xii. [6 202] 
хі. [a 116) 
xi.-xii. (а 184] 
xii, [ô 299] 


Of these some like 5 and 33 and 442 and 999 and 1908, are 
of the first rank; von Soden pronounces 1288 “а very good 


representative” of his H text. Yet even 


the best cursives, like 


the uncials, may stray (see on 419). As a specimen of how one 


good cursive goes, I append this note 
readings in 424** : 


I? om. айтой after óvvápews M 
om. Tuv x* A B D* МР 
2? xwpls M 
3! om. Xpieróv x AB D* C* Ж Р 
q os D* M 


210 


31° raírg к A BD* M 


of some characteristic 


Orig def vg 


Orig 
def vg sah 
def vg 
sah 
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-414 тістешоз 
-512 buds (om. тір) 


84 om. тфу iepewr к ABD* P def vg 
99 каб 3)» к АП Гур 
9:3 кабаріСетоы (avadyxn) Di Orig 
IO! úvavrtaı к А DC P [е. D", Orig] 
Io? om. Хеүе kÜpuos x* I I defvg 
1034 бес lois AHD: (Orig ??) f vg 
115 om. айтой к” AL D? B defvg 
1215 а0795 А Б 
1225 іт” ойрауоб к М b 
12% gelow к А C M Гур 


LATIN VERSIONS. 
4. Old Latin (vt), saec. ii. (?)-iv. 


Hebrews is omitted іп the pseudo-Augustinian Speculum (=m) and in 
codex Boernerianus (=g), but included in— 


d (Latin version of D) 
4 (0% 5» E) 
pt 12 » » F) 
* (codex Frisingensis: saec. vi., cont. 66-75 78-81 927-111) 
ey »,  Bodleianus: ,, ix., cont. 11-1128) 


Of these, z (corresponding to the text used by Augustine), with the few 
quotations by Priscillian, represents the African, d (in the main)! and x? the 
European, type of the Old Latin text; but / is predominantly vulgate, and 
it is doubtful whether x? is really Old Latin. On the other hand, some 
evidence for the Old Latin text is to be found occasionally in the following 
MSS of— 


B. Vulgate (vg), saec. iv. 


ат (Codex Amiatinus : saec. vii.-viil.) 
puit Fuldensis: EIS) 
сао ( ,, Cavensis: 21x) ) Е 
wee anish 
tol{ ,, Toletanus: ,, viii) Sp 
harl( ,,  Harleianus: ,, vii.) 
c( ,, Colbertinus: ,, xii.) 


Though ¢ is an Old Latin text for the gospels, Hebrews and the rest of the 
NT are vulgate ; but He ro-11 іп Za7/ (which elsewhere has affinities with 
am and /:/4) is Old Latin, according to E. S. Buchanan (The Epistles and 
Apocalypse from the codex Harletanus [z= WordswortA's Z4), numbered Hari. 
1772 in the British Museum Library, 1013). Both in Za7/ and in e, 
11733 has a special capitulation ; 4a7/, which adds after ‘(Һе prophets” in 


! The text of d corresponds to that of Lucifer of Cagliari (saec. iv.), who 
dues 35-41% and 41518 in his treatise De non conuentendo cum haereticis, 

(CSEL., vol. xiv. ). According to Harnack (Slud:en zur Vulgata des 
Hebrüerbrig]s, 1920) it is d, not 7, which underlies the vulgate (cp. J. Belser 
on “Че Vulgata u. der Griech. Text im Hebráerbrief," іп 7heolog. Quartal- 
schrift, 1906, pp. 337-369). 


c* 
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1182 —** Ananias azarias misahel daniel helias helisaeus"—apparently points 
to 11832 having been at one time added to the original text which ran 
(11233); “іп hac enim testimonium habuerunt seniores qui рег fidem 
uicerunt regna," etc. Of these MSS, fuld represents an Italian text, cav and 
tol a Spanish (the former with some admixture of Old Latin); an (whose text 
is akin to fda) is an Italian text, written in Great Britain. At an early 
date the Latin versions were glossed, however (cp. on 7! 11%). 


EGYPTIAN VERSIONS. 


sah = Sahidic (saec. iii.-iv.) : The Coptic Version of the NT in the Southern 
Dialect (Oxford, 1920), vol. v. pp. 1-131. 

boh = Bohairic (saec. vi.-vii.): The Coptic Version of the NT in the Northern 
Dialect (Oxford, 1905), vol. iii. pp. 472- 
555. 


In sah IIpós 'Egpalovs comes very early in the Pauline canon, immediately 
after Romans and Corinthians, even earlier than in the first (A.D. 400) 
Syriac canon, whereas in boh it comes between the Pauline church letters and 
the Pastorals. Тһе latter seems to have been an early (2.е. a fourth century) 
position in the Eastern or Alexandrian canon, to judge from Athanasius 
(Fest. Ep. xxxix.); it reappears in the uncials к A B! W. Not long 
afterwards, at the Synod of Carthage (can. 39), in A.D. 397, it is put be- 
tween the Pauline and the Catholic epistles, which seems to have been the 
African and even the (or, a) Roman order. This reflects at least a doubt 
about its right to stand under Paul's name, whereas the order in sah and the 
primitive Syriac canon reflects a deliberate assertion of its Pauline authorship. 
The Alexandrian position is intermediate. 

The data of the Egyptian versions are of special interest, as several of the 
uncials have Egyptian affinities or an Egyptian origin, and as IIpós "Efpatovs 
was early studied at Alexandria. "Thus, to cite only one or two, boh is right, 
as against sah, ¢.g. in the rendering of mpós іп 17, in omitting ddw (35), in 
rendering srocrdcews as “ confidence" in 3'4, in rendering еу Aaveld (47) “іп 
David," in reading табеіу іп 9%, in rendering úróeragıs by ''assurance" 
(so syr arm) in 111, in taking каХо/шеуов by itself (118), in keeping ё№ӨасӨзсау 
before ётрісӨтсау (1127, though етербабусау, = were tempted, is inferior to 
sah's omission of any such term), in reading émayyeMav (119, where sah 
agrees with W in reading the plural), etc. On the other hand, and in a large 
number of cases, sah is superior, e.g. at 217 (“а merciful and faithful high- 
priest"), at 3° (omitting péxpc réNovs BeBalav), at 4? (cvykekepaauévos), іп 
rendering қратбиеу (415) “let us hold on to," in maintaining 6eós in 6? (for 
** Lord? in boh), in omitting rod кбтоу іп 619, in reading (ереіз (with W) in 
78, in reading ошди in 914, in rendering the last words of 9%, in rendering 
іш... ávriioylav іп 123 etc. Note also that sah agrees with arm in 
inserting rs before éma^yeMas in 41, Üarepov Хеуег in 1016 17 and yåp in 12, 
while boh agrees with arm in adding elev іп 18 and aldmos at 519, and both 
agree with arm in omitting ка! in 16. Both translate еісерхбиба (43) asa 
future, read дтестіау in 46 (with vg and arm), omit xarà тфу т. M. in 7”, 
take уго as an adjective in 9!, read ueAMórrov in 9", take фе in 117 to mean 
the ark, read 7 стеѓра in 11!!, render ёукоу by ** pride” in 12!, take Uropévere 
as imperative іп 127, and refer айти to Tómov цетауойав іп 12. Sah has 





1 Yet in the archetype of the capitulation system in В IIpós 'EGpaíovs must 
have stood between Galatians and Ephesians, which ‘‘is the order given in 
the Sahidic version of the ‘Festal letter’ of Athanasius" (Kirsopp Lake, 
The Text of the NT, p. 53). 
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some curious renderings, e.g. ‘‘hewed out” for évexawloev (109), ‘the 
place of the blood” for аїиатоѕ іп 12*, and actually **hanging for them 
another time ” (4ғастакробутав éavrois, 66); in general it is rather more vivid 
and less literal, though boh reads ‘‘ through the sea of Shari” (? slaughter] in 
1179 (sah is defective here), which is singular enough. Оп the other hand, 
sah is more idiomatic. Thus it is in sah, not in boh, that ушброі yévnade (61?) 
is rendered by “ become daunted.” Тһе differences іп a passage like 12226 
are specially instructive. Sah takes тағтруйра with what follows, boh with 
4үубо» (“© myriads of angels keeping festival”); on the other hand, sah is 
right as against boh's reading of mveúuarı (у. 23), while both render ** God the 
judge of all." Inv.” both render ёттуує\та: literally by “һе promised," 
but boh translates тараХамВдуортев in v.” as a future and xápw as ‘‘ grace," 
whereas sah renders correctly in both cases. Іп ch. 13, sah seems to read 
теріферес бе іп v.? (“һе not tossed about”), inserts ёруф (as against boh), and 
reads ш> in v.?!; in v.™ it reads dvéxeo60e ; in v., while boh renders 
á&moAeAvuévov by ''released," sah renders ‘‘our brother Timotheos whom I 
sent" (which confuses the sense of the passage altogether), and, unlike boh, 
omits the final диф). It is significant that sah! often tallies with 7 as against 
d, e.g. in 6'8 (lexvpáv), 7” (&pxtepets), though with g now and then against ғ, 
as in 116 (0). It agrees with d and eth in reading туебиа in 17, ws luártov in 
112 (as well as éM£ets), and kal rv rpá*ywv іп 99, but differs from d almost as 
often, and from eth in reading татуу in 3”, in omitting ката т. т. M. in 7?!, 
etc. Unexpectedly a collation of sah and of eth yields no material for a clear 
decision upon the relation of the texts they imply. 


SYRIAC VERSIONS. 


For the Old Syriac, z.e. for the Syriac text of Hebrews prior to the vulgate 
revision (Peshitta) of the fifth century, we possess even less material than in 
the case of the Old Latin version. Hebrews belonged to the old Syrian canon, 
but the primitive text can only be recovered approximately from (i) the 
Armenian version,? which rests in part upon an Old Syriac basis—‘‘ readings 
of the Armenian vulgate which differ from the ordinary Greek text, especially 
if they are supported by the Peshitta, may be considered with some confidence 
to have been derived from the lost Old Syriac” (F. C. Burkitt, Ez. 5004) ; 
from (ii) the homilies of Aphraates (saec. iv), and from (iii) the Armenian 
translation of Ephraem Syrus (saec. iv.), Commentarii in Epp. Pauli nunc 
primum ex armenio in latinum sermonem a patribus Mekitharistis translati 
(Venice, 1893, pp. 200-242). 

Hebrews is not extant in the Philoxenian version of A.D. 508, but the 
Harklean revision of that text (A. D. 616-617) is now accessible in complete 
form, thanks о К. L. Bensly’s edition (7e Harklean Version of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, 11-137, now edited for the first time with Introduction and 
Notes, Cambridge, 1889). The Peshitta version is now conveniently accessible 
in the British and Foreign Bible Society’s edition of Tke New Testament in 
Syr zac (1920). 


! It rarely goes its own way, but the omission of any adjective at all with 
mveónaros іп 9!* is most remarkable ; so is the reading of buds for judas in 136 
(where M Orig have one of their characteristic agreements in omitting any 
pronoun). 

2 Mr. F. C. Conybeare kindly supplied me with a fresh collation. 
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The early evidence for the use of IIpós '"Effpa(ovs may be 
chronologically tabulated as follows : 


MSS. VERSIONS. WRITERS. 


100-200 Clem. Rom. 
200-300 (Old Syriac)(Old Latin) | Clem. Alex. Tertullian 
Origen (-248) 
300-400 | pls pls Eusebius (-340) 
asil (-379) Lucifer (-371) 
B Sahidic (?) Cyril on Jerus. (-386) Priscillian (-385) 
Apollinaris (7-392) Ambrose (397) 
x (?) vulgate (370-383) | Chrysostom (Сол Jerome (-420) 
Theodore of Mopsuestia 
400-500 |W (?) | peshitta (411-435) Augustine (-430) 
Cyril of Alex. (-444) 
26 Armenian | Theodoret (-458) 
04 
500-600 |D d 
A fuld Ethiopic Fulgentius 
r 
600-700 harklean (616-617) 
700-800 ат Bobaixic (?) 
ү З tol 
8 oo |K 
eae MN f Sedulius Scotus 
Р сау 
9goo-1000 е (?) 
0142 


NABCHM VW (with pl?) would represent von Soden's 
H text (approximating to WH's Neutral), his I text (correspond- 
ing to WH's Western) being represented by K L P among the 
uncials. But the difference between these in the Pauline corpus 
are, he admits, less than in the case of the gospels. Bousset (in 
Texte und Untersuchungen, х1. 4, pp. 45 f.) has shown that x° H 
(which tend to agree with Origen's text) have affinities with 
Euthalius; they carry with them a number of cursives (including 
33. 69. 88. 104. 424**. 436 and 1908), and enable us to recon. 
struct the archetype of codex Pamphil, ze. the third century 
recension of Origen's text. This group would therefore stand 
midway between B & A C and the later K L (with majority of 
cursives). But no exact grouping of the MSS is feasible. Тһе 
text has suffered early corruption at several places, e.g. 29 4? 7! 
ТОЗ 115 119! 125 1213 and 137) though оу Шері or these 
passages is of real, religious importance. But, apart from this, 
the earliest MSS betray serious errors (cp. on 7! 115), as 
though the text had not been well preserved. Thus B, for all its 
services (e.g. in 6?), goes wrong repeatedly (22 Т” 41), as does 
NS (e.g. n om. avro, 47 69 917 more, 1092 es) and even 
pi (€Aevoorrat), то!8 (duapriats), 11! (ànóoraois), etc. Тһе 
errors of W are mainly linguistic, but it reads évOvpyoews in 417, 
miatews in 6l! etc. А test passage like 215, where “blood and 
flesh " naturally passed into the conventional “flesh and blood," 
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shows the inferior reading supported not only by K and L, 
as we might expect, but by f and żo/, the peshitta and eth. 
Similarly the wrong reading paprupet in 717 brings out not only 
K and L again but C D syr and a group of cursives, 256. 326. 
436. 1175. 1837. 2127. In 928 only arm inserts тоте: after 
длтекбехомеуов, but the similar homiletic gloss of 0:0 тістеше 
before or after eis сотуріау turns up in A P ѕуг", and in 38. 69. 
21582505203. 330. 436. 440. 4021189235, 1245. 1298. 1611. 1047. 
1898. 2005. In 9!* the gloss xai aàņĝıv® is supported also by 
A P as well as by boh and one or two cursives like 104. To 
take another instance, the gloss кай daxpiwv (in 107%) has only 
D* among the uncials, but it is an Old Latin reading, though > 
does not support it, and it was read in the original text of the 
harklean Syriac. Again, in 1112, what B. Weiss calls the 
“obvious emendation ” éyevy7Oyoav is supported by N L pl* v 
and 1739, while in the same verse каї òs 7) (кабоѕ, D) carries 
with it N A D K L P pH, and D Y omit 7j тара то yethos. When 
M resumes at r2? it is generally in the company of NXA DP 
(as, e.g., 1229. 24.25 149.9.20) once (1227 om. туу) with D* arm, 
once with D* (om. é£oveíav, 1319), once with K L P (xaxox. 13%) 
against N А D*, Such phenomena render the problem of 
ascertaining any traditional text of IIpós 'Efpatovs unusually 
difficult. Even the data yielded by Clement of Alexandria! 
and the Latin and Egyptian versions do not as yet facilitate a 
genealogical grouping of the extant MSS or a working hypo- 
thesis as to the authorities in which a text free from Western 
readings may be preserved. 


(11.) 

The eighteen homilies by Origen (1253) are lost, though 
Eusebius (cp. above, pp. xviii-xix) quotes two fragments on the 
style and authorship. Тһе 'AzoAoyía ‘Qpryevots of Pamphilus 
(partially extant in the Latin version of Rufinus) implies that 
he also wrote a commentary on the epistle, but this is lost, and 
the Syriac commentary of Ephraem Syrus (1373) is only extant 
in the Latin version of ап Armenian version (cp. above, p. lxxi). 
We are fortunate, however, in possessing the first important ex- 
position of IIpós 'Efjpatovs, viz. the homilies of Chrysostom (1407), 
extant in the form of notes, posthumously published, which the 
presbyter Constantine had taken down. Chrysostom’s com- 
ments are drawn upon by most of the subsequent expositors. 
Тһе foremost of these Greek exegetes is Theodore of Mopsuestia 
(1428), who is the first to show any appreciation of historical 


! The original text in one place at least (cp. оп 11%) can be restored by 
the help of p? and Clement. 
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criticism (Theodori Mopsuestent іп NT Commentaria quae reperiri 
potuerunt, collegit О. F. Fritzsche, 1847, pp. 160-172). Тһе 
exposition by his contemporary Theodoret of Cyrrhus (1458) is 
based almost entirely upon Chrysostom and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia (ZZeod. Comm. in omnes Pauli epistolas, ed. E. B. 
Pusey, 1870, ii. 132-219). Similarly, the work of Oecumenius 
of Tricca in Thrace (tenth century) contains large excerpts from 
previous writers, including Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
and Photius (cp. Migne, PG. схуш-схіх). Theophylact, arch- 
bishop of Bulgaria (end of eleventh century), also draws upon 
his predecessors (cp. Migne, PG. cxxiv), like Euthymius Ziga- 
benus (beginning of twelfth century), a monk near Constanti- 
nople. The latter’s commentary on Hebrews is in the second 
volume (pp. 341 f.) of his Commentarii (ed. М. Calogeras, Athens, 
1887). In a happy hour, about the middle of the sixth century, 
Cassiodorus (Migne's PZ. lxx. p. 1120) employed a scholar called 
Mutianus to translate Chrysostom's homilies into Latin. This 
version started the homilies on a fresh career in the Western 
church, and subsequent Latin expositions, eg. by Sedulius 
Scotus, W. Strabo, Alcuin, and Thomas of Aquinum, build on 
this version and on the vulgate. An excellent account of 
these commentaries is now published by Riggenbach in 
Zahn's Forschungen zur Gesch. des NTlichen Kanons, vol. viii. 
(1907). 

Since F. Bleek’s great edition (1828-1840) there has been а 
continuous stream of commentaries; special mention may be 
made of those by Delitzsch (Eng. tr. 1867), Lünemann (1867, 
1882), Moses Stuart* (1860), Alford? (1862), Reuss (1860, 1878), 
Kurtz (1869), Hofmann (1873), A. B. Davidson (1882), F. 
Rendall (1888), С. J. Vaughan (1890), B. Weiss (in Meyer, 
1897), von Soden (1899), Westcott? (1903), Hollmann? (1907), 
Е. J. Goodspeed (1908), А. 5. Peake (Century Bible, n.d.), М. 
Dods (тото), E. C. Wickham (тото), А. Seeberg (1912), 
Riggenbach (1913, 1922), Windisch (1913), and Nairne (1918). . 

Other works referred to, in this edition,! are as follows :— 


Bengel(Bgl). /. А. Bengelit Gnomon Novi Testamenti (1742). 
lass . . F. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen 
Griechisch : vierte, völlig neugearbettete Auflage, 
besorgt von Albert Debrunner (1913); also, 
Brief ап die Hebräer, Text mit Angabe der 

Rhythmen (1903). 


1 Some references, іп the textual notes, аге the usual abbreviations, like 
Amb.=Ambrose, Ath. or Athan. = Athanasius, Cosm.=Cosmas Indico- 
pleustes (ed. E. O. Winstedt, Cambridge, 1909), Cyr. =Cyril of Alexandria, 
Euth. = Euthalius, Hil. = Hilary, Lucif. = Lucifer, Sedul. = Sedulius Scotus, 
Thdt. = Theodoret, Theod. = Theodore of Mopsuestia, etc. 
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Aegyptische Urkunden (Griechisch Urkunden), 
ed. Wilcken (1895). 

Greek Papyri in the British Museum (1893 f.). 

E. A. Abbott, Diatessarica. 

The Encyclopaedia Biblica (1899-1903, ed. J. S. 
Black and T. K. Cheyne). 

Adnotationes (1516), Zn. epist. Pauli apostoli аа 
Hebraeos paraphrasis (1521). 

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (ed. J. 
Hastings). 

The Expositor. Small superior numbers indicate 
the series. 

Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde, 
von L. Mitteis und U. Wilcken (1912), I. 
Band. 

Grammatik der Septuaginta, Laut- und Wort- 
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THE final disclosure of God's mind and purpose has been made 
in his Son, who 1s far superior to the angels; beware then of 
taking it casually and carelessly (11-247)! 

Тһе epistle opens with a long sentence (vv.!-4), the subject 
being first (vv.! 2) God, then (vv.?: +) the Son of God; rhetorically 
and logically the sentence might have ended with êv (+ то arm) 
vid, but the author proceeds to elaborate in a series of dependent 
clauses the pre-eminence of the Son within the order of creation 
and providence. ‘The main thread on which these clauses about 
the Son’s relation to God and the world are strung is és... 
екабісеу еу бей тїз peyadwotvys. It 15 in this (including the 
purging of men from their sins by His sacrifice) that the final 
disclosure of God's mind and purpose is made; ó eds «АаАусеу 
uiv év vid . . . 0$ . . . жафюеу кті. But the cosmic signifi- 
cance of the Son is first mentioned (у.2); he is not created but 
creative, under God. Here as in 210 the writer explicitly stresses 
the vital connexion between redemption and creation ; the Son 
who deals with the sins of men is the Son who is over the 
universe. This is again the point in the insertion of фероу те rà 
таута ктА. before кабар тдду арартішу momoduevos. The object 
of insisting that the Son is also the exact counterpart of God (ôs Фу 
ктА. 33), is to bring out the truth that he is not only God's organ 
in creation, but essentially divine as a Son. Іп short, since the 
object of the divine revelation (AaAev) is fellowship between 
God and men, it must culminate in One who can deal with sin, 
as no prophet or succession of prophets could do; the line of 
revelation еу zpodyras has its climax еу vid, in a Son whose 
redeeming sacrifice was the real and effective manifestation of 
God's mind for communion. 

As it is necessary to break up this elaborate sentence for the 
purpose of exposition, I print it not only in Greek but in the 
stately Vulgate version, in order to exhibit at the very outset 
the style and spirit of IIpós “EBpaiovs. 

I 
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Пол»дер@$ kal тоХутрдбто5 máar б 
Beds Ма\ўсаѕ rois татрабау/ Еу rois 
трофйтайв ёт écxárov TOv ўиєрду 
тойтшу éAáAqoev huiv év vig, бу ЕӨбчке 
кАліроубиоу тартшу, дг ob kal ётоітає 
тойу aldvas’ ds v атабуасиа THs 0015 
kal ҳарактђр THs vrocrdcews avrov, 
pépwy тє та тата TQ рђиат: Tis 
Suvdpews айтой, кабарамду TOv apuap- 
тіӛу тоютодивуов ёкёбісєу év беге 
THS meyartwotrys Еу 2үХо%, тосойтю 
крвіттшу yevduevos TOv ayyé\wy dow 
біафордтеро; тар avtrovs kekNnpovó- 
илкеу буора. 


ШІ 2 


Multifariam et multis modis olim 
Deus loquens patribus in prophetis 
novissime diebus istis locutus est 


nobis in filio, quem constituit 
heredem universorum, per quem 
fecit et saecula, qui cum sit 


splendor gloriae et figura substantiae 
eius, portans quoque omnia verbo 
virtutis suae, purgationem  pecca- 
torum faciens, sedit ad dexteram 
majestatis in excelsis, tanto melior 


angelis effectus quanto differen- 
tius prae illis nomen  heredit- 
avit. 


1 Many were the forms and fashions in which God spoke of old to our 
fathers by the prophets, 2 but in these days at the end he has spoken to us by a 
Son—a Son whom he has appointed heir of the universe, as it was by him 
that he created the world. 


Greek prefaces and introductions of a rhetorical type were 
fond of opening with woAvs in some form or other (e.g. Sirach 
prol. тоЛАбу kai ueyáXov krÀ. ; Dion. Halic. de oratoribus antiquis, 
тоААлуу ҳари ктА., an early instance being the third Philippic of 
Demosthenes, тоЛАФу, © avdpes Афууаіог, Xoyov yvyvopévov krÀ.). 
Here molupepós каї moÀurpómos 15 а sonorous hendiadys for 
* variously," as Chrysostom was the first to point out (то yap 
ToAUpLEpOS Kal тоХЛутрбтав тоютесті Stapopws). A similar turn of 
expression occurs in 2? rapaBdots каї тарако). The writer does 
not mean to exclude variety from the Christian revelation; he 
expressly mentions how rich and manysided it was, in 24. Nor 
does he suggest that the revelation еу mpod»jrau was inferior 
because it was piecemeal and varied. There is a slight sugges- 
tion of the unity and finality of the revelation Жу vid, as compared 
with the prolonged revelations made through the prophets, the 
Son being far more than a prophet; but there is a deeper 
suggestion of the unity and continuity of revelation then and 
now. lloAvuepós каї moàvrpórws really “signalises the variety 
and fulness of the Old Testament word of God" (A. B. David- 
son) Оп Һе other hand, Christ is God's last word to the world ; 
revelation in him is complete, final and homogeneous. 

Compare the comment of Eustathius on Odyssey, 1! : wodurpérws дуеууор- 
(бб, Tüciv ols ФАбеу eis yvaow, pndevds ағаууоророй cvumegóvros érépo 
dvayvwpio up тд ойуоХор” ФХХАоз yàp то "TeNeuáxq, érépws бе ЕдрикХеіа, érépos 
rots dovAots, ЯХХоу дё трӧтоу TQ Aaépry, kal ӘХов дуороіш таси. HLoNvuepüs, 
according to Hesychius (= тоХЛисхебшз), differs from moXvrpómws (dtaddpws, 
то‹кіћоѕ), and, strictly speaking, is the adverb of то\ћуиєртѕ = manifold (Wis 
722 where Wisdom is called туедиа povoyevés, moAvpepés). But no such dis- 
tinction is intended here. 

In таХағ (as opposed to ёт éoxárov rÓv Фмербу rojrov) 

бе5е Моа, AaAetv, here as throughout the epistle, is prac 
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tically an equivalent for Aéyew (see Anz's Subsidia, pp. 309-310), 
with a special reference to inspired and oracular utterances of 
God or of divinely gifted men. This sense is as old as 
Menander (ô vots ydp éorw 6 AaXyoov Geos, Kock's Солис. 
Attic. Fragm. то). Ot татёрєѕ in contrast to nets means OT 
believers in general (cp. Jn 658 72), whereas the more usual 
NT sense of the term is “the patriarchs” (cp. Dzat. 1949-1950, 
25536), Le. Abraham, etc, though the term (39 8%) covers the 
ancients down to Samuel or later (Mt 238). Our fathers or 
ancestors (Wis 189) means the Hebrew worthies of the far 
past to whom Christians as God's People, whether they had been 
born Jews or not (т Co 10! oi татерее Т му), look back, as the 
earlier Sirach did in his татероу vpvos (Sir 441-5073), or the pro- 
phet in Zec 15 (оі marépes vuv . . . каї oi трофута). For ot 
татере = our fathers, cp. Prayer of Мапаввеһ 1 (0«ós rôv татероу) 
апа Wessely’s Studien zur Paldographte und Papyruskunde, 1. 64, 
where boys are reckoned in а list civ тоф marpaoı. Тһе inser- 
tion of фиду (pl? 999. 1836 boh sah Clem. Alex., Chrys. Pris- 
cillian) is a correct but superfluous gloss. Ав for еу tots mpopń- 
rais, трофйтал is used here in a broader sense than in 11%; it 
denotes the entire succession of those who spoke for God to the 
People of old, both before and after Moses (Ac 3” 727, who is 
the supreme prophet, according to Philo (de ebriet. 21, de decalogo 
33). Joshua is a prophet (Sir 461), so is David (Philo, de agric. 
12). In Ps 1051 the patriarchs, to whom revelations are made, 
are both God's podra. and xpioroi. Later on, the term was 
extended, as in Lk 1378 (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, «ai таутақ 
robs трофутаѕ, cp. Не 11°), and still more in Mt 512 (rois 
трофлјтаѕ rovs трд twav). ‘lhe reason why there is no contrast 
between the Son and the prophets is probably because the 
writer felt there was no danger of rivalry ; prophecy had ceased 
by the time that the Son came; the “prophet” belonged to a 
bygone order of things, so that there was no need to argue 
against any misconception of their function in relation to that of 
the Son (Bar 851-3 “іп former times our fathers had helpers, 
righteous men and holy prophets . . . but now the righteous 
have been gathered and the prophets have fallen asleep ”). 

As no further use is made of the contrast between Jesus and 
the prophets (who are only again mentioned incidentally in 11°), 
it was natural that ayyéAots should be conjectured (S. Crellius, 
Initium Ioannis Evangelii restitutum, p. 238, independently by 
Spitta in Stud. u. Kritiken, 1913, pp. 106—109) to have been the 
original reading, instead of трофутав. But “the word spoken 
by angels" (22) does not refer to divine communications made 
to the patriarchs; nor can ot zarépes be identified with the 
patriarchs, as Spitta contends (cf. U. Holzmeister in Zestschrift 
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für kathol. Theologie, 1913, pp. 805-830), and, even if it could, 
mpopyrars would be quite apposite (cp. Philo, Ze Abrah. 22). 
Why the writer selects трофутоие is not clear. But ауброто 
would have been an imperfect antithesis, since the Son was 
human. Philo (de Monarch. 9: еррлувв уар «ісі of mpopira 
Geov катауромеуоу rois ёкєіуоу Óópyávots mpós дућХосчу Фу av ебеХАуау) 
views the prophets as interpreters of God in a sense that might 
correspond to the strict meaning of еу, and even ( Quaest. tn Exod. 
232° то уар Aéyovros б трофітте ayyeAos kvpiov есті») applies 
dyyeAos to the prophet. But еу here is a synonym for da 
(Chrys. ópás ore kai тб еу 0:0 éoriv), as in т S 289 (атекр(бі) avrà 
кдриов еу rots ёруту!015 Kal еу rots до: Kal еу rots профутаѕ). 

In Test. Dan 1} [acc. to the tenth cent. Paris MS 938]! 
and in LXX of Nu 2414, Jer 239 (B: éexárov, А 0%), 2519 (4939) 
(В: éex&rov, АО), 37 (30) ** (АО: éexárov, B], Ezk 388 (èr 
écxárov érüv), Dn ro [éexáro ? éoxárov], Hos 35 [Q], ёт 
écxárov TOv Эмербу appears, instead of the more common ёт 
есхатоу Tov Тімерфу, as a rendering of the phrase DDI NNN, 
A similar variety of reading occurs here; Origen, e.g., reads 
есхатоу without rovrov (оп La 47°) and éexárov (fragm. on John 
335, while éexéírov is read by 044, а few minor cursives, d and 
the Syriac version. "Тһе same idea is expressed in 1 P 1% by 
ет éoxárov тёу xpóvov, but the rodrwy here is unique. Тһе 
messianic mission of Jesus falls at the close of /Zese days, or, as 
the writer says later (9?9), еті cuvreAXcta тобу aiovov. These days 
correspond to the present age (б viv aiov) ; the age (or world) to 
come (6 péAXwv atv, 65) is to dawn at the second coming of 
Christ (928 1087). Meantime, the revelation of God еу vió has 
been made to the Christian church as God's People (éAaAQaev 
тии); the $uets does not mean simply the hearers of Jesus on 
earth, for this would exclude the writer and his readers (2°), and 
é\aAnoev covers more than the earthly mission of Jesus. There 
is no special reference in éAaAgsev to the teaching of Jesus; 
the writer is thinking of the revelation of God's redeeming pur- 
pose in Christ as manifested (уу.3-4) by the (resurrection and) 
intercession in heaven which completed the sacrifice on the 
cross. ‘This 15 the final revelation, now experienced by Christians. 

The saying of Jesus quoted by Epiphanius (Zaez. xxiii. 5, xli. 3, Ixvi. 42), 
д Малд» év rots трофйтол, (бо) Tápeuu, was an anti-gnostic logion based 
partly on this passage and partly on Is 526 ёуш ейш abrós 6 ЛЛ, тареш. 
Тһе author of Hebrews is not conscious of any polemic against the OT 
revelation as inferior to and unworthy of the Christian God. Не assumes 
that it was the same God who spoke in both Testaments: “бей in hac 


diversitate unum tamen Deus nobis proponit: nequis putet Legem cum 
Evangelio pugnare, vel alium esse huius quam illius authorem" (Calvin). 





1 Тһе Armenian reading тойтшу after Мшерду, instead of айтор, is incorrect, 
and may even be a reminiscence of He 1!. 
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Іп ôv 2бикеғ кАтроубиоу mávrov there is a parallel, perhaps 
even an allusion, to the Synoptic parable: finally he sent his son 
(Mt 2127), or, as Mark (129) and Luke (201%) explicitly declare, 
his dedoved son, though our author does not work out the sombre 
thought of the parable. There, the son is the heir (otros естеу 9 
kAnpovdpos), though not of the universe. Неге, the meaning of 
бу éOnxev kAgpovójov таутшу is the same: he was ‘appointed " 
heir, he was heir by God's appointment. It is the fact of this 
position, not the time, that the writer has in mind, and we 
cannot be sure that this '" appointment" corresponds to the 
elevation of v.? (ёкаб:сєу). Probably, in our modern phrase, it 
describes a pre-temporal act, or rather a relationship which 
belongs to the eternal order. The force of the aorist 0укєи is 
best rendered by the English perfect, “has appointed”; no 
definite time is necessarily intended. 

** Nam ideo ille haeres, ut nos suis opibus ditet. Quin hoc elogio nunc 
eum ornat Apostolus ut sciamus nos sine ipso bonorum omnium esse inopes " 
(Calvin) Тһе reflection of Sedulius Scotus (alii post patrem haeredes sunt, 
hic autem vivente Patre haeres est) is pious but irrelevant, for кАтроуомейу 
in Hellenistic Greek had come to mean, like its equivalent ‘‘inherit” in 
Elizabethan English, no more than “ possess" or '*obtain" ; а кАтроубиов 
was a ''possessor," with the double ance of certainty and anticipation. 
** Haeres? in Latin acquired the same sense; ‘‘pro haerede gerere est pro 
domino gerere, veteres enim ‘haeredes? pro ‘dominis? appellabant" 
(Justinian, /%5727. її. 19. 7). 

In $ o (Griesbach conj. cór) koi émo(qgoe tots atavas the 
kai especially 1 suggests a correspondence between this and the 
preceding statement; what the Son was to possess was what he 
had been instrumental in making. Tots aidvas here, though 
never in Paul, is equivalent (227. 1147) to та таута in v? 
(implied in таутоу above), Z.e. the universe or world (11%). Тһе 
functions assigned by Jewish speculation to media like the Logos 
at creation are here claimed as the prerogative of the Son. This 
passing allusion to the function of Christin relation to the 
universe probably originated, as in the case of Paul, in the re- 
ligious conception of redemption. From the redeeming function 
of Christ which extended to all men, it was natural to infer His 
agency in relation to creation as part of his pre-existence. Тһе 
notion is that “һе whole course of nature and grace must find 
its explanation in God, not merely іп an abstract divine 
arbitrium, but in that which befits the divine nature” (W. 
Robertson Smith), Ze the thought behind 2% is connected with 
the thought behind 1193. This may be due to a theological re- 
flection, but the tendency to emphasize the moral rather than 
the metaphysical aspect, whicl: is noticeable in IIpós “ЕВра(оу5 as 


1 An emphasis blurred by the той aidvas émolgcev of D^ K L P harkl 
Chrys. Theod. (Blass, von Sod.). 
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in the Fourth Gospel, and even in Paul, is consonant with Philo's 
tendency to show the function of the Logos and the other inter- 
mediate powers as religious rather than cosmical (cp. Bréhier's 
Les Idées Philos. et Religieuses de Philon d Alexandrie, pp. 65 f., 
ІІІ, 152, “il ne s'agit plus chez Philon d'un explication du 
nionde mais du culte divin”; 1746, “Ја thése de Philon, qui 
explique et produit la doctrine des intermédiaires, n'est pas 
l'impossibilité pour Dieu de produire le monde mais l'impossibilité 
pour lame d'atteindre Dieu directement"). Yet Philo had 
repeatedly claimed for his Logos, that it was the organ of 
creation (e.g. de sacerdot. 5, Абуов © естіу elkàv Oeod, & о? 
сурто © KOoMos ёдтшохруєіто), and this is what is here, as by 
Paul, claimed for Christ. Only, it is a religious, not а cosmo- 
logical, instinct that prompts the thought. "The early Christian, 
who believed in the lordship of Christ over the world, felt, as a 
modern would put it, that the end must be implicit in the be- 
ginning, that the aim and principle of the world must be essenti- 
ally Christian. This 15 not elaborated in “ Hebrews” any more 
than in the Fourth Gospel (Jn 1?) ; the author elsewhere prefers 
the simple monotheistic expression (219 119). But the idea is 
consonant with his conception of the Son. “ІР pre-existence is 
a legitimate way of expressing the absolute significance of Jesus, 
then the mediation of creation through Christ is a legitimate 
way of putting the conviction that in the last resort, and in spite 
of appearances, the world in which we live 1s а Christian world, 
our ally, not our adversary " (Denney in ERE. viii. 516f.). 

3 He (6s Gv) reflecting God's bright glory and stamped with God's own 
character, sustains the untverse with his word of power; when he had 
secured our purification from sins, he sat down at the right hand of the 


Majesty on high ; 4 and thus he ts superior to (kpelrrov) the angels, as he has 
inherited a Name supertor (бахфорфтероу, 89) to theirs. 


The unique relation of Christ to God is one of the unborrowed 
truths of Christianity, but it 1s stated here in borrowed terms. 
The writer is using metaphors which had been already applied in 
Alexandrian theology to Wisdom and the Logos. Thus Wisdom 
is an unalloyed emanation 77s то? таутократоров 0065, ётаууасџо 
2... фото aidiov (Wis 725: 26), and dravyacpa in the same sense 
of “reflection” occurs in Philo, who describes the universe as 
otov dyiwy dravyacpa, pipnua арҳєтутох (de plant. 12), the human 
spirit as т/тоу тій Kal характтра. Betas duvapews (guod deter. pot. 
ins. sol. 83), and similarly the Logos. ҳарактур is ‘the exact 
reproduction," as a statue of a person (06.25. 363° yapaxrnpa 
popdys емле); literally, the stamp or clear-cut impression made 
by a seal, the very facsimile of the original. The two terms 
алталуасна and ҳаракттр are therefore intended to bring out the 
same idea. 
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imócTacis =the being or essence of God, which corresponds to his 3ó£a 
(= character or nature) ; it is a philosophical rather than a religious term, in 
this connexion, but enters the religious world in Wis 16?! (7 деу yap vmó- 
стасіѕ cov ктА.). Its physical sense emerges in the contemporary de Mundo, 4, 
TOv év дері фаутасибтор rà меу ётт кат Eudac rà дё kab’ bmrócrasw. The 
use of it as a term for the essence or substance of a human being is not un- 
common in the LXX (e.g. Ps 395 13975) ; cp. Schlatter's Der Glaube im NT? 
(1905), pp. 615f., where the linguistic data are arranged. 

характтір had already acquired а meaning corresponding to the modern 
“character” (e.g. in Menander's proverb, ávópós ҳарактӯр ек Абуоо yuwplferat, 
Heauton Timoroumenos, 11). The idea of xapaxryp as replica is further illus- 
trated by the Bereschith rabba, 52. 3 (on Gn 217): ‘“ hence we learn that he 
(Isaac) was the splendour of his (father's) face, as like as possible to him." 

An early explanation of this conception is given by Lactantius (diuin. 
instit. iv. 29), viz. that ‘‘the Father is as it were an overflowing fountain, 
the Son like a stream flowing from it; the Father like the sun, the Son as it 
were а ray extended from the sun (radius ex sole porrectus) Since he is 
faithful (cp. He 3?) and dear to the most High Father, he is not separated 
from him, any more than the stream is from the fountain or the ray from 
the sun; for the water of the fountain is in the stream, and the sun’s light in 
the ray." But our author is content to throw out his figurative expressions. 
How the Son could express the character of God, is a problem which he does 
not discuss ; it is felt by the author of the Fourth Gospel, who suggests the 
moral and spiritual affinities that lie behind such a function of Jesus Christ, 
by hinting that the Son on earth taught what he had heard from the Father 
and lived out the life he had himself experienced and witnessed with the 
unseen Father. This latter thought is present to the mind of Seneca in 
Epp. 656, where he observes that ** Cleanthes could never have exactly re- 
produced Zeno, if he had simply listened to him ; he shared the life of Zeno, 
he saw into his secret purposes " (vitae eius interfuit, secreta perspexit). The 
author of Hebrews, like Paul in Col 1!*!7, contents himself with asserting 
the vital community of nature between the Son and God, in virtue of which 
(феро» тє) the Son holds his position in the universe. 


Іп the next clause, $épov! те rà távra is not used in the sense 
in which Sappho (fragm. 95, таута фершу) speaks of the evening 
star “bringing all things home,” the sheep to their fold and 
children to their mother. Тһе phrase means ''upholding the 
universe as it moves,” bearing it and bearing it on. ‘“ Thou 
bearest things on high and things below," Cain tells God in 
Bereschith rabba, 23. 2, “but thou dost not bear my sins.” 
“ Deus ille maximus potentissimusque ipse vehit omnia” (Seneca, 
Epist. 3119). The idea had been already applied by Philo to the 
Logos (e.g. de migrat. Abrah. 6, 6 Абуов... ó тӛу бАшу куЙер- 
viyris туубаМомхей rà TVpTavTa: de spec. legibus, i. 81, Aóyos Ò éoriv 
вікфу Geor, Sv ой оомтав б kóopos “бу мооруейто: de plant. 8, Абуов 
02 6 210105 Oeod то? aiwviov то Óxvporarov каї ВеВалдтатоу ересца. 
тәу OÀov êsri). So Chrysostom takes it: фероу . . . rovréor, 
куВеруду, rà бфшалтїттоута, avykparüv. It would certainly carry оп 
the thought of дг ob . . . aidvas, however, if фер here could 
be taken in its regular Philonic sense of * bring into existence " 
(e g. guis rer. div. haer. 7, ó та py дута фершу kai rà Tavra yevvàv : 

1 Фагердр is, like атоћеѓтол in 49, an error of В“. 
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de mutat. пот. 44, távra фероу стоудоїа 6 0е0<); this was the 
interpretation of Gregory of Nyssa (J7 PG. xlvi. 265), and it would 
give a better sense to * word of power" as the fiat of creative 
authority. But the ordinary interpretation is not untenable. 


In то фурат: tHS 8vvápeos avTov, the аўто (аўто? ?) refers to the Son, 
not as in the preceding clause and in 11? to God. Hence perhaps its omission 
by M 424** 1739 Origen. 


With кабар тцду . . . Офућосс the writer at last touches what 
Is for him the central truth about the боп; itis not the teaching 
of Jesus that interests him, but what Jesus did for sin by his 
sacrifice and exaltation. From this conception the main argu- 
ment of the epistle flows. Кабарсибоу тәу åpapriðv is a Septua- 
gint expression (e.g. Job a той)со У кадаритрду (лау) TIS 
apaptias uov), though this application of к. to sins is much more 
rare than that either to persons (Lv 15}%) or places (т Ch 227, 
2 Мас 109). 152 P 1? (rod xaapicpod тәу тала афто? ápapriv) 
it is filled out with the possessive pronoun, which 15 supplied here 
by some (e.g. Hav 0° K L harkl sah arm Athan. Chrys., tudv x°). 
Grammatically it = (a) purgation of sins, as «aÜapito may be used 
of the ‘‘removal” of a disease (Mt 83-4) or = (2) our cleansing 
from sins (014 кабар: тўи сәувібусіу uav ard уекрду épyov). 
Before xafapiopov the words бг éavrov (avrov) are inserted by 
DHKEKL M 256 d harkl sah boh eth Orig. Athan. Aug. etc. 
Av éavrov=ipse, as éavrd = sua sponte. “Exdficey èv бе44 is а 
reminiscence of a favourite psalm (110!) of the writer, though he 
avoids its ек 9e&iày. It denotes entrance into a position of divine 
authority. ‘‘Sedere ad Patris dexteram nihil aliud est quam 
gubernare vice Patris" (Calvin). "Еу óyqAots, a phrase used by 
no other NT writer, is a reminiscence of the Greek psalter and 
equivalent to еу Ф/істов: grammatically it goes with ёкабісєу. 
(The divine attribute of weyaAwovry is for the first time employed 
as a periphrasis for the divine Majesty.) This enthronement 
exhibits (v.4) the superiority of the Son to the angels. “Ovope is 
emphatic by its position at the close of the sentence ; it carries 
the general Oriental sense of “тапк” or “dignity.” Тһе 
precise nature of this dignity is described as that of sonship (v.5), 
but the conception widens іп the following passage (vv.9^), and 
it is needless to identify бода outright with vids, though vies 
brings out its primary meaning. In тосойто kpeirrov yevdpevos 
(going closely with Фкабьсеу) тӛу (accidentally omitted by B and 
Clem. Rom.) &үүё\®» (emphatic by position) тар adrods Kexdy- 
роубрлкеу дғора, the relative use of ócos in NT Greek is con- 
fined to Mk 7%, but rocovros . . . 6006 15 a common Philonic 
expression. Kpetrrwy (for which Clement of Rome in 36? sub- 
stitutes the synonymous peifwv) is an indefinite term = “ superior.” 
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Unlike Paul, the writer here and elsewhere is fond of using тара 
after a comparative. 

Kpelrrwy in this sense occurs іп the contemporary (?) Aristotelian treatise 
de Mundo, 391a (5:0 rà dOéaror Tay креттбушу elvai), where Ta кревттбуа 
means the nobler Universe. 

The sudden transition to a comparison between the Son and 
the angels implies that something is before the writer’s mind. 
Were his readers, like the Colossians to whom Paul wrote, in 
danger of an undue deference to angels in their religion, a 
deference which threatened to impair their estimate of Christ ? 
Or is he developing his argument in the light of some contem- 
porary belief about angels and revelation? Probably the latter, 
though this does not emerge till 22 Meanwhile, seven Biblical 
proofs (cp. W. Robertson Smith, Expositor ?, i. pp. 5 f.) of v.* are 
adduced; the two in v.5 specially explain the биафорвтероу 
буора, while the five in vv.914 describe the meaning and force of 
крєіттоу тау ayyeAwv. The first two are: 


5 For to what angel did God ever say, 
C Thou art my son, 
to-day have I become thy father ^ ? 
Or again, 
“17 will be a father to him, 
and he shall be a son to me”? 


The first quotation is from the 2nd Psalm (v.?), read as a 
messianic prediction—which may have been its original meaning, 
and certainly was the meaning attached to it by the early Chris- 
tians, if not already by some circles of Judaism :! 

vids pov €i GV, 

еу ocjuepov үеуеуухка сє. 
Did the author take ojpepov here, as perhaps in 37, though not 
in 138, in (а) a mystical sense, or (4) with a reference to some 
special phase in the history of Christ? (а) tallies with Philo's 
usage: onpepov 6” естіу 6 дтератов koi адієёітттоѕ aiwy . . . TÒ 
dyevüés буора aidvos (de fuga, 11, on Dt 4*), évs т< озмероу 
Ñ épas, тоутєстіу 06° б yop афу dras TO стрєроу TapapeTpetrat 
(deg. а ер. iii. 8 on Gn 35“). (0) might allude either to the bap- 
tism or to the resurrection of Christ in primitive Christian usage ; 
the latter would be more congenial to our author, if it were 
assumed that he had any special incident in mind. But he 
simply quotes the text for the purpose of bringing out the title of 
Son as applied to Christ. When we ask what he meant by 
onpepoy, we are asking a question which was not present to his 
mind, unless, indeed, * the idea of a bright radiance streaming 
forth from God's glory” (v.3) pointed in the direction of (a), as 

1 See С. Н. Вох, The Ezra- Afocalypse, pp. lvi, lvii. 
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Robertson Smith thought. But the second line of the verse is 
merely quoted to fill out the first, which is the pivot of the proof : 
vids pov eL av. Sons of God 15 not unknown as а title for angels 
in the Hebrew Old Testament (see Е Вії. 4691). "Sometimes 
Moses calls the angels sons of God,” Philo observes (Quaest. tn 
Gen. 64—as being bodiless spirits). But the LXX is careful to 
translate: “sons of Elohim” by аууғдов Oeod (e.g. in Gn 6? 4, 
Job 16 2! 387), except in Ps 29! and 897, where sons of God are 
intended by the translator to denote human beings ; and no indi- 
vidual angel is ever called viós.! As the author of IIpós 'Efjpaíovs 
and his readers knew only the Greek Dible, the proof holds good. 
The second quotation is from 2 5714: 


Е ` м 3 ^ 3 ? 
yo ac et ауто Ets тере, 
` E] e 

KAL GUTOS «ота POL ELS VLOV, 


a promise cited more exactly than in 2 Со 618 and Rev 217, but 
with equal indifference to its original setting. Paul and the 
prophet John apply it to the relationship between God and 
Christians ; our author prefers to treat it as messianic. Indeed 
he only alludes twice, in OT quotations, to God as the Father 
of Christians (see Introd. p. xxxv). 

The third quotation (у.б) clinches this proof of Christ S unique 
authority and opens up the sense in which he 15 крєіттоу TOV 
&yyéA ov : 


and further, when introducing the Firstborn into the world, he says, 
© Let all God's angels worship him.” 


In бта» бе там» eicaydyy the term талау, rhetorically trans- 
ferred, answers to the таму» of v.5; it is not to be taken with 
eic a-yá yy = “reintroduce,” as if the first “introduction ” of the 
Son had been referred to in v.. А good parallel for this usage 
occurs in Philo (/ер. alleg. iii. 9: ó 66 там атобидраскоу Geov 
TOV меу ойбеубе airiov фуойу с where záAw goes with фуоту). 
Eiodyew might refer to birth,? as, e.g., in Epictetus (iv. І. 104, 
oUXi éketvós тє єістүауєу) and pseudo-Musonius, ep. 9o (Нег- 
cher's Epist. Graeci, 401 f. : où текуа póvov eis TÒ yévos алЛа кай 
тоһабе текуа etory ayes), or simply to “introduction” (cp. Mitteis- 
Wilcken, i. 2. 141 (110 B.C.), «сабо Tov еналуто9 vióv els THY avvoOov). 
Linguistically either the incarnation or the second advent might 
be intended; but neither the tense of «вісауауп (unless it be 
taken strictly as futuristic = ubi introduxerit) nor the proximity of 


! It is only Theodotion who ventures іп Dan 3% 92 to retain the literal 
son, since from his christological point of view it could not be misunderstood 
in this connexion. 

2 Cp. M. Aurelius, v. I, votetv Qv. ёрєкєу yéyova kai dy xápw mpojypat els 
Tov кбошоу. 
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та» 15 decisive in favour of the latter (отау «ісауауу might, 
by a well-known Greek idiom, be equivalent to ** when he speaks 
of introducing, or, describes the introduction of"—Valckenaer, 
etc.). Протдтоков 15 Firstborn in the sense of superior. Тһе 
suggestion of Christ being higher than angels is also present in 
the context of the term as used by Paul (Col 115 !6), but it is 
nowhere else used absolutely in the NT, and the writer here 
ignores any inference that might be drawn from it to an inferior 
sonship of angels. Its equivalent (ср. the 2.7. in Sir 3617) тротб- 
yovos is applied by Philo to the Logos. Here it means that 
Christ was Son in a pre-eminent sense; the idea of priority 
passes into that of superiority. А apwrdroxos vids had a relation- 
ship of likeness and nearness to God which was unrivalled. As 
the context indicates, the term brings out the pre-eminent honour 
and the unique relationship to God enjoyed by the Son among 
the heavenly host. 

The notion of worship being due only to a senior reappears in the ла 
Adae et Evae (14), where the devil declines to worship Adam: ‘‘I have по 
need to worship Adam . . . I will not worship an inferior being who is my 
junior. I am his senior in the Creation ; before he was made, I was already 
made; it is his duty to worship me." In the Ascensio Isaiae (11238) the 
angels humbly worship Christ as he ascends through the heavens where they 
live; here the adoration is claimed for him as he enters 7 oikovuév3. 

The line kai троскоуцобтасау aðr mávres üyyehot дє00 comes 
from a LXX addition to the Hebrew text of the Song of Moses 
in Dt 324%, calling upon all angels to pay homage to Yahweh. 
But the LXX text! actually reads viot бєо?, not dyyeAo Geod 
(into which F corrects it)! Our author probably changed it into 
ауує\ог Geov, recollecting the similar phrase іп Ps 97? (троски- 
vijcaTe аўто таут оі &yyeXot. avroV),? unless, indeed, the change 
had been already made. Тһе fact that Justin Martyr (Dial. 130) 
quotes the LXX gloss with аууєХо, 15 an indication that this may 
have been the text current among the primitive Christians. 

The last four (vv.^15) quotations carry on the idea of the 
Son's superiority to the angels: 

7 While he says of angels (mpós == with reference to), 

“© IY ho makes his angels into winds, 
his servants into flames of fire,” 
8 he says of the Son, 

*! God zs thy throne for ever and ever, 
and thy royal sceptre is the sceptre of equity: 

9? thou hast loved justice and hated lawlessness, 
therefore God, thy God, has consecrated thee 
with the oil of rejoicing beyond thy comrades”’— 

19 ана, 

'* Thou didst found the earth at the beginning, О Lord, 





! As the song appears in A, at the close of the psalter, the reading is 
yya (viol, К). 
2 Which acquired a messianic application (see Огай. 3134). 
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and the heavens are the work of thy hands: 
П they will perish, but thou remainest, 
they will all be worn out like a garment, 
12 thou wilt roll them up like a mantle, and they will be changed, 
but thou art the sane, 
and thy years never fail.” 


In v.' the quotation (ó тобу rots ayyéAous афто? mveúpara| 
kai Tous Летооуруо?ѕ аўто? zvpós $Aóya) only differs from the LXX 
by the substitution of mupòs $Aóya! for тӯр $Aéyov (В: zpos 
фХеуа Аз). Тһе singular in $Aóya and perhaps the recollection 
that mveðpa elsewhere in NT =“ wind" only in the singular, 
led to the change of wvevpara into wvetpa (D 1. 326. 424**. 1912. 
1245. 2005 d sah eth Orig)) The author is taking the LXX 
translation or mistranslation of Ps 1044 (6 mov ктА., а nomina- 
tive without a verb, as in 1 Co 319) to mean that God can reduce 
angels to the elemental forces of wind and fire, so unstable 1s 
their nature, whereas the person and authority of the Son are 
above all change and decay. Тһе meaning might also be that 
God makes angels out of wind and fire;? but this is less apt. 
Our author takes the same view as the author of 4 Esdras, who 
(821) writes : 


* Before whom the heavenly host stands in terror, 
and at thy word change to wind and fire.” 


Rabbinic traditions corroborate this interpretation ; eg. “ every 
day ministering angels are created from the fiery stream, and 
they utter a song and perish” (CZagzega, ed. Streane, р. 76), and 
the confession of the angel to Manoah in Yalkut Shimeont, i. 
II. 3: * God changes us every hour . . . sometimes he makes 
us fire, at other times wind." 


The interest of rabbinic mysticism in the nature of angels is illustrated by 
the second century dialogue between Hadrian, that ‘‘ curiositatum omnium 
explorator," and К. Joshua ben Chananja (cp. W. Bacher, Agada der 
Таппайея?, i, 171-172). Тһе emperor asks the rabbi what becomes of the 
angels whom God creates daily to sing His praise; the rabbi answers that 
they return to the stream of fire which flows eternally from the sweat shed 
by the Beasts supporting the divine throne or chariot (referring to the vision 
of Ezekiel and the ** fiery stream ” of Dn 719). From this stream of fire the 
angels issue, and to it they return.  Aetrovpyoss of angels as in Ps 103? 
(Xecrovpyyoi ойт00, тоеодутез TÒ CÉANNA айтой). 


The fifth (vv.* 9) quotation is from Ps 45" %—а Hebrew 
epithalamium for some royal personage or national hero, which 
our author characteristically regards as messianic. 


1 Aquila has rip Aágpov, Symm. түріууу $Xóya. 

2 As in Apoc. Ваг. 21? (“ {Һе holy creatures which thou didst make from 
the beginning out of flame and fire?) and 48? (‘‘ Thou givest commandment 
to the flames and they change into spirits "). 
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€ 4 є 1 э % $^ ^ э ~ 
б Opdvos сох 6 0е05 «іс TOV айбуа то? 010105, 
xai! раВдоѕ тїз є000ттоѕ 3) ђаВд0 те DaciAcías aov.? 
nyanycas Stkavocvvynv kai éuionoas dropiav' 
^ y , , 
dua TOUTO €xpuaé се о 0є05, о 0є05 cov, 
м » МА $ % 9 4 ld 
ӘДаюу ауалћ№асєоѕ тард 3 rovs ueróxovs соу. 


The quotation inserts rns before eùĝúryros, follows A in pre- 
ferring тбу абра то? aidvos (tov aiQvos om. В 33) to айФуа aiàvos 
(B), but prefers * B's дуошау (cp. 2 Со 6!*) to A's åôxiav, and 
agrees with both in prefixing з to the second (D K L P Cyr. Cosm. 
Dam.) instead of to the first (N А B M, etc.) ра8бо$. The psalm 
is not quoted elsewhere in NT (apart from a possible remini- 
scence of 455: 6 in Rev 6?), and rarely cited in primitive Christian 
literature, although the messianic reference reappears in Irenaeus 
(iv. 34. 11, quoting v.?). “0 0еде (sc естіу rather than ото) may 
be (а) nominative (subject or predicate). This interpretation 
(“God is thy throne," or, “thy throne is God”), which was 
probably responsible for the change of со? after aeu etas into 
atrov ( B), has been advocated, e.g. by Grotius Ewald 
(“thy throne is divine”), WH (“founded on God, the im- 
movable Rock”), and Wickham (“represents God").  Tyndale's 
rendering is, “ God thy seat shall be." Those who find this 
interpretation harsh prefer to (0) take ó 0eos as а vocative, which 
grammatically is possible (= à бє, cp. то? and Ps 38 13817 etc.) ; 
‘Thy throne, O God (or, O divine One), is for ever and ever.” 
This (so sah vg, etc.) yields an excellent sense, and may well 
explain the attractiveness of the text for a writer who wished to 
bring out the divine significance of Christ; ó 0є0 appealed to 
him like керісіп the first line of the next quotation. Тһе sense 
would be clear if б 0є05 were omitted altogether, as its Hebrew 
equivalent ought to be in the original ; but the LXX text as it 
stands was the text before our author, and the problem is 
to decide which interpretation he followed. (2) involves the 
direct application of б ĝeós to the Son, which, in a poetical quota- 
tion, is not perhaps improbable (see Jn 118 20?5); in v.? it may 
involve the repetition of ó eds (om. by Irenaeus, Apost. Preaching, 
47—accidentally ?) as vocative, and does involve the rendering 
of ô 0є6 aov as the God of the God already mentioned. The 
point of the citation lies in its opening and closing words: (i) 
the Son has a royal and lasting authority (as ó 0«ós?), іп contrast 

! The addition of this xal is not to mark a fresh quotation (as in у,10), but 
simply to introduce the parallel line (as іп у.19 xai ёруа x7A.). 

2 Cp. Ps 110? paBdov óvváuews cov (om. N) é£amooreNet küptos. 

3 For тарӣ with accus. in this sense, cp. above, v.4, and 15 533 бітшшо» kal 
екдлатду тарда тоў viols TY Әубршотоу, 


3 ауошау, В D (A* ауошав) M P lat harkl Ath. Eus., ddixlav х A 33 38. 
218. 226. 919 Iren. Cosm. 


[4 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [I. 9-12. 


to the angels, and (ii) he is anointed (éxpioe! = 6 Хрістоѕ) more 
highly than his companions—an Oriental metaphor referring 
here, as in Is 61? etc., not to coronation but to bliss. If the 
writer of Hebrews has anything specially in mind, it 15 angels 
(1223) rather than human beings (34) as дётохо of the royal 
Prince, whose superior and supreme position 1s one of intense 
joy, based on a moral activity (as in 12?, where the passive side 
of the moral effort is emphasized). 

The sixth (уу.191) quotation is from Femo? A 3 which in A 
runs thus: 


э 5 4.29 r , 8 Е ^ Й ү 
кат аруа? ov, kvpie? туу уђу ебел«А(юсав, 
^ ^ ? 

каї épya. TOv xeupüv cov вісіу ой офрауоС 

3 N 4 93 ^ % бе 6 , 
avtot* dzoÀobvrat, со бе dLtapeEvets, 
Kal TOVTES WS {латіоу TarAawOycovTat, 

4 с ` ^ с / 3 ` ` 9 Pd А 
каї oTel mept ВоЛаюу éAi£eis abrovs кої dÀÀayyaovrat 

` NOSE 3 ` > M ` м 3 5 La 
coi бё 0 афто еі, каї та ETH тоу ойк éxAeüjovaw. 


The author, for purposes of emphasis (as in 213), has thrown 
ov to the beginning of the sentence, and in the last line he has 
reverted to the more natural ev (B). In the text of the epistle 
there are only two uncertain readings, for the proposed change 
of ĉapéves into the future àugeveis (vg. permanebis) does not 
really affect the sense, and D*'s ws for woe is a merely stylistic 
alteration. In 1% two small points of textual uncertainty emerge. 
(a) є: (A B D° K L P M fu Syr arm sah boh eth Orig. Chrys.) 
has been altered into аАЛасес (N* D* 327. ото vt Tert. Ath.). 
The same variant occurs іп LXX, where dAAdées is read by N 
for éAt£eis, which may have crept into the text from Is 344, but is 
more likely to have been altered into dAAdges in view of аАЛаут- 
covrat (eAtyyoorrat, arm). (6) ós {рати (N A В D* 1739 vt arm 
eth) after avrovs is omitted by D* M vg syr sah boh Chrys. Ath. 
Cyril Alex. Probably the words are due to homoioteleuton. If 
retained, a comma needs to be placed after them (so Zimmer.) ; 
they thus go with the preceding phrase, although one early ren- 
dering (D d) runs: “ (and) like a garment they will be changed." 

The psalm is taken as a messianic oracle (see Bacon іп Zeit- 
schrift für die neutest. Wissenschaft, 1902, 280-285), which the 
Greek version implied, ог at any rate suggested ; it contained 
welcome indications of the Son in his creative function and also 
of his destined triumph. Тһе poetical suggestion of the sky as 
a mantle of the deity occurs in Philo, who writes (de fuga, 20) 


1 үрім, in contrast to аћєЃфо, is exclusively metaphorical in NT (cp. Gray 
in ЕВ”. 173), although neither Latin nor English is able to preserve the 
distinction. 

2 A classical and Philonic equivalent for еу ғару? (LXX again in Ps 11012), 

8 This title, which attracted our author, is an addition of the LXX. 

4 Including 2) y7, but with special reference to oi ограрді. 
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that the Logos еубгетав ws eo Ota Tov ксро" уду уар kat бор Kat 
ара kai т?р kai rà ек rovrov éragmiaxerai, But the quotation 15 
meant to bring out generally (i) the superiority of the Son as 
creative (so v.?) to the creation, and (i) his permanence amid 
the decay of nature ;! the world wears out,? even the sky (1279) 
15 cast aside, and with it the heavenly lights, but the Son remains 
("thou art thou," boh); nature is at his mercy, not he at 
nature’s. The close connexion of angels with the forces of 
nature (v. may have involved the thought that this transiency 
affects angels as well, but our author does not suggest this. 

The final biblical proof (у.13) is taken from Ps 1101, a psalm 
in which later on the writer is to find rich messianic suggestion. 
The quotation clinches the argument for the superiority of the Son 
by recalling (v.3) his unique divine commission and authority : 

13 70 what angel did he ever say, 

“5% at my right hand, 
till 7 make your enemies a footstool for your feet” ? 


14 Are not all angels merely spirits in the divine service, commissioned for 
the benefit of those who are to inherit salvation? 


The Greek couplet — 


10 > 6 c ^ 

кабоу ек ÒEÇLWV MOV, 

е A (ет 4 > ^ е / ^ ^ 

ews ау Өф ToUs éxÜpoís cov ?тотодіоу Tov тоббу cov, 


corresponds exactly to the LXX ; D* omits ау as in Ac 235 Тһе 
martial metaphor is (cp. Introd. pp. xxxiii f.) one of the primitive 
Christian expressions which survive in the writer's vocabulary 
(ср. то!?), 

The subordinate position of angels is now (v.14) summed ир; 
mávres—all without distinction—are simply Aevroupyikà. mvedpata 
(without any power of ruling) eis Staxoviay &moareAAópeva. (com- 
missioned, not acting on their own initiative). According to the 
Mechilta on Ex 1413, the Israelites, when crossing the Red Sea, 
were shown “ squadrons upon squadrons of ministering angels” 
(nen хэр op noaa nomm); cp. Heb. of Sir 432%, and 
Dieterich's M/tthrasiiturgte, р. 6, line 14, 7 apyy Tod Xevrovpyobvros 
àvéuov (see above, v.". Philo speaks of аууєЛо: Aevrovpyot (de 
virtutibus, 74), Of rovs bzo0takóvovs афто? тбу Ovvdg.eor &yyéAovs (de 
templo, т), and in de plantatione, 4: Morns 8 dvopati evOv3or\w 
Xpopevos ayyeAous тросауореде, трес Веуореуа каї д:аууєАЛойсаѕ 

1 А pre-Christian Upanishad (Sacred Books of East, xv. 266) cries : ** Only 


when men shall roll up the sky like a hide, will there be an end of misery, 
unless God has first been known." 

? таХаобабав 15 a common word with ludriov, and the wearing-out of 
clothes is a favourite metaphor for men (Is 50°, Sir 1417) as well as for nature 
(Is 516). IIepigoXatov is any covering for the body ; not simply a veil (1 Co 
1115), but a generic term (cp. Ps 1049 d8veacos ws ішітіоу тӛ TepidóNatov айтоб). 

3 B reads д:акоиѓаѕ, as in 89 huépais for "мера. 
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та T€ тарда то? HyELOVOS rots 011кдоіѕ дуабд koi то Bacrrel фу cio 
oi тукао: xpeto..— “ Angels of the (divine) ministry" was a com- 
mon rabbinic term, and the writer concludes here that the angels 
serve God, not, as Philo loved to argue, in the order of nature, 
but in promoting the interests of God's people ; this 1s the main 
object of their existence. Не ignores the Jewish doctrine voiced 
in Test. Levi 35, that in (the sixth?) heaven the angels of the 
Presence (oi Aetroupyotyres каї ё&Ааеткбдєгоь mpós курор еті татал 
Tats дууойаі TOv бікаішу) sacrifice and intercede for the saints, 
just as in 1140121 he ignores the companion doctrine that the 
departed saints interceded for the living. Later Christian specu- 
lation revived the Jewish doctrine of angels interceding for men 
and mediating their prayers, but our author stands deliberately 
apart from this. Heaven has its myriads of angels (1223), but 
the entire relation of men to God depends upon Christ. Angels 
are simply servants (Aevrovpyot, у.7) of God's saving purpose for 
mankind ; how these **angels and ministers of grace" further it, 
the writer never explains. Не would not have gone as far as 
Philo, at any rate (аууєЛог . . . iepat kai Octav dices, vroOtákovot 
каї vrapxot TOU трштоу Ücov, д àv ola mpeaBevrüv боса àv ejon 
TO yever Nuov mpocberrica бауудАв, de Abrahamo, 23). 

Іп 8& тойс р«ХАХоутав KANpovopety owTypiay (кА. сот. only here 
in NT), it is remarkable that owrypia is mentioned for the first 
dme without any adjective or explanation. Evidently it had 
already acquired a specific Christian meaning for the readers as 
well as for the writer ; no definition was required to differentiate 
the Christian significance of the term from the current usage. 
As сотуріа involves the sacrificial work of Christ (who is never 
called соттр), it cannot be applied to the pre-Christian period 
of revelation. Indeed in our epistle cwrnpia is invariably eschato- 
logical. Тһе outlook in the messianic oracles already quoted is 
one of expectation; some future deliverance at the hands of 
God or his messianic representative is anticipated. MéAAovras 
implies a divine purpose, as in 8° 118. 

The phrase about то uéAAovras KAnpovopety aurqptav marks а 
skilful transition to the deeper theme of the next passage, viz. the 
relation of the Son to this cwrypia (on 21° cp. W. Robertson Smith 
in Expositor’, 1. pp. 138 Ё). But the transition is worked out in 
a practical warning (214) to the readers, which not only explains 
the underlying interest of the preceding biblical proofs, but leads 
up effectively to the next aspect of truth which he has in mind: 


1 We must therefore (5:0 roro, in view of this pre-eminent authority of 
the Son) pay closer attention to what we have heard, іп case we drift алау. 
2 For if the divine word spoken by angels held good (éyévero BéBatos, proved 
valid), ¿f transgression апа disobedience met with due (évdixov =adequate, not 
arbitrary) punishment in every case, Show skall we (nets, emphatic) escape 
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the penalty) for neglecting (duednoavres, if we ignore: Mt 225) а sa/vation 
which (iris, inasmuch as it) was originally proclaimed by the Lord himself (not 
by mere angels) and guaranteed to us by those who heard him, * while God 
corroborated their testimony with signs and wonders and a variety of miracu- 
lous powers, distributing the holy Spirit as it pleased him (avrot emphatic as 
іп Ко 3%). 

Apart from the accidental omission of v.! by M 1739, Origen, and of re 
(M P) in v.4, with the variant тарарруФиеу (B° D°) for тараруиФиеу,2 the only 
textual item of any moment, and it is a minor one, is the substitution of ró for 
біб іп v.? by some cursives (69. 623. 1066. 1845), due either to the following 
ўтб, or to the dogmatic desire of emphasizing the initiative of 6 «pos. But 
Sid here as in бг dyyéAwy, meaning “Бу,” is used to preserve the idea that 
іп ХаДей» the subject is God (11). The order of words (v.!) de? тєриттотєрд$ 
mpocéxew judas has been spoiled in к vg (терісвотерб dec) and K L P (huâs 
тросехеш). 


As elsewhere іп Hellenistic Greek (e.g. Jos. Apion. i. т, ете 
бє cvxvovs ópo Tats ind duopeveias Ото ту®у eipnp.évous mpogéxovras 
BXaa ducas каї TOUS ттері THY "ApxatoXoytav i ur ёшо? Ка 
атшсотофутав krÀ. ; Strabo, 11. I. 7, ros меу тістеу ... éketvy 
T poc éxew), ETE (sc. TOV vody) is the opposite of amorety: 
to “attend” is to believe and act upon what is heard. This is 
implied even іп Ас 89 and 161% (тросехау rois ХаДоомеуов ®то 
IIavAov) where it is the attention of one who hears the gospel 
for the first time; here it is attention to a familiar message. 
Періовоотерос is almost in its elative sense of “with extreme 
care”; “all the more” would bring out its force here as in 1419 
Certainly there 15 no idea of demanding a closer attention to the 
gospel than to the Law. . 'Huás = we Christians (н>, 11), you and 
І, asin v. The rà дкоусбеута (in tots dxouobetor) is the revela- 
tion of the evtayyéAcov (a term never used by our author), ze. 
what ó беде éAdAnoev тушу еу vio, 11, and this is further defined 
(іп vv.9- 4) as consisting in the initial revelation made by Jesus on 
earth and the transmission of this by divinely accredited envoys 
to the writer and his readers (eis huas Воду). In the Ер. 
Aristeas, 127, oral teaching is preferred to reading (rò yàp xadds 
(фу êv TO Ta убрада соуттрєу eivat тодто 66 émtreAciobar bia тӯс 
акроасеов TOAAG padAov 1) dia тїз dvayvwcews), and the evange- 
lists of v.4 include otrwes «ЛаХАзусау vptv тоу Aóyov ToU Geod (137); 
but while the news was oral, there is no particular emphasis as 
that here. The author simply appeals for attentive obedience, 
pý more mapapuüpev (2 aor. subj.), Ze. drift away from (literally, 
* be carried past °’ " and so lose) the owrypia which we have 
heard. Парареш in this sense goes back to Pr 37! vié px 
тараруйв, тїрїүтоу бе éunv BovAny Kai évvorav (see Clem. Paed. 11. 


1 екфечббреда, without an object (xplua той 0co0, Ro 2?) as 127, Sir 1615, 
т 2001752. 

2 Arm apparently read % boTephowper, and P. Junius needlessly conjectured 
тарасурбиеу (** pervert them”). 


2 


18 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [Iro 


Xi. 58, 8:0 каї ava réAÀew xpi] TAS yvvatkas KoTpiws каї тєрт deyyew 
аідо? софро’, м) тарарруфоі тїз àXqÜeas); indeed the writer 
may have had the line of Proverbs in mind, as Chrys. suggested. 

The verb may have lost its figurative meaning, and may have been simply 
an equivalent for **going wrong," like ‘‘labi” in Latin (cp. Cicero, De 
Officizs, i. 6, **labi autem, errare . . . malum et turpe ducimus"), Anyhow 
Tpocéxew must not be taken in a nautical sense (= тоог), in order to round 
off the *' drift away" of wapapéw, a term which carries a sombre significance 
here (—'apamürrew, 69); more тараридиеу, тоютботі ил} дтоХоиғба, џи? 
ектесшшмеу (Chrysostom). 

In vv.?® we have a characteristic (e.g. 107831) argument a minori 
ad matus ; if, as we know from our bible (the bible being the Greek 
OT), every infringement of the Sinaitic legislation was strictly 
punished —a legislation enacted by means of angels—how much 
more serious will be the consequences of disregarding such a 
(great, ryAtkav’Tn) gwrypia as that originally proclaimed by the 
Lord himself! Тһе туЛикауту) is defined as (a) “directly in- 
augurated by the Kvpros himself,” and (7) transmitted to us 
unimpaired by witnesses who had a rich, supernatural endow- 
ment; it is as if the writer said, “По not imagine that the 
revelation has been weakened, or that your distance from the 
life of Jesus puts you in any inferior position ; the full power of 
God's Spirit has been at work in the apostolic preaching to which 
we owe our faith." 


The reference іп Aóyos is to the Mosaic code, not, as Schoettgen thought, 
to such specific orders of angels as the admonitions to Lot and his wife. 

Aóyos is used, not уоџоѕ, in keeping with the emphasis upon 
the divine AaAety in the context, and, instead of vópos Мосєоѕ 
(1028), 6 6/ аууӘоу ХоХАчубе Абуов is chosen for argumentative 
reasons. Неге as in Gal 319 and Ac 738 53 (éAaBere тоу võpov cis 
duatayas &àyyéXov) the function of angels in the revelation of the 
Law at Sinai is assumed, but without any disparaging tone such 
as is overheard in Paul's reference. "The writer and his readers 
shared the belief, which first appeared in Hellenistic Judaism, 
that God employed angels at Sinai. Josephus (м8. xv. 136, 
huv 08 та каАМота TOV боунатшу kai Ta бошотата TOV ÈV то15 
vopots Or adyyéAwy тарӣ ToU дєо? мабдутву) 1 repeats this tradition, 
but it went back to the LXX which altered Dt 33? into a definite 
proof of angelic co-operation (ек деб Фу avrod dyyedor мет avro) 
and brought this out in Ps 681% Rabbinic tradition elaborated 
the idea. Тһе writer, however, would not have claimed, like 
Philo (de vita Mosis, 23), that the Mosaic legislation was Вока, 
ác dAevra, valid and supreme as long as the world endured. 


1 This is from a spzech of Herod inciting the Jews to fight bravely. “Іп 
such a speech," as Robertson Smith observed, “ опе does not introduce 
doubtful points of theology." The tenet was firmly held. 
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Парбфоов16 кой ттаракоту form one idea (see оп 11); as таракот 
(which is not a LXX term) denotes a disregard of orders or of 
appeals (cp. Clem. Hom. x. 13, ef еті тарако?) Абушу Kpiors yiverat, 
and the use of the verb in Mt 1817 ғау бё тарако(от abrOv ктА., 
or in LXX of Is 6512 ӘДаДусе каї тарукоусате), it represents the 
negative aspect, mapáBae:s the positive. Миобатобовіо 15 а 
sonorous synonym (rare in this sombre sense of xóAacis) for 
рис 065 or for the classical picGodocia. Some of the facts which 
the writer has in mind are mentioned іп 317 and то? Тһе Law 
proved no dead letter in the history of God's people; it enforced 
pains and penalties for disobedience. 

In v.? ардуу Хафобоа is a familiar Hellenistic phrase; cp. e.g. 
Philo in Quaest. in Exod. 12? (бтау oi ràv отортФу картой теХешш- 
боочу, ot TOv OévOpov yevéerews apynv AapBdvovow), and de vita 
Mosis, 1% (тір apynv ToU yeverbar ХаЙоу еу Аїуотто). The 
writer felt, as Plutarch did about Rome, rà 'Popatov траурата 
ovk ду еутасба трох [31 Ovvápeos, pn Üetav туй арҳту Ха)дута Kat 
pnoev péya мібе тарабобоу ёҳоосоу. Тһе modern mind wonders 
how the writer could assume that the cwrypia, as he conceives 
it, was actually preached by Jesus on earth. But he was un- 
conscious of any such difference. "The Christian revelation was 
made through the Jesus who had lived and suffered and ascended, 
and the reference is not specifically to his teaching, but to his 
personality and career, in which God's saving purpose came to 
full expression. Ot áxoócavres means those who heard Jesus 
himself, the atrowrac of Lk 114 (cp. the shorter conclusion to 
Mark's gospel: peta бё ravra каї а?т05 6 "усо? . . . ёѓатєс- 
теХеу Ov афтбу TÒ tepòv Kat афбартоу kypvypa THs aiwviov соттрќаѕ). 
If the Sinaitic Law éyévero BeBatos, the Christian revelation was 
also confirmed or guaranteed to us—eis ġpâs (1 P 175 тб рома то 
ейоуудиобеу eis tuas: Ac 2?? "Тусо?у . . . аудра aro ToU Oeo? 
атобебегумеуоу eis jas) €BeBatwOy. It reached us, accurate and 
trustworthy. No wonder, when we realize the channel along which 
it flowed. It was authenticated by the double testimony of men! 
who had actually heard Jesus, and of God who attested and 
inspired them in their mission. Zuvemtpaptupetv means “assent ” 
іп Æp. Aristeas, 191, and “corroborate ” in the de Mundo, 400a 
(соуетцшортурві 66 xai 6 Bios dras), as usual, but is here а 
sonorous religious term for ovppaprupety (Ro 810). ** Coniunctio 
суу ... hunc habet sensum, nos in fide euangelii confirmari 
symphonia quadam Dei et hominum" (Calvin). 

! In дтӛ rQv dxovedvrwy, Ю0т06 is used, as invariably throughout IIpós 
'EBpalovs, of persons, which is a proof of good Greek. ‘‘ There is no more 
certain test of the accuracy of individual Greek writers than their use of the 
passives (or equivalent forms) with 0тб and a genitive. Іп the best writers this 


genitive almost invariably denotes personal, or at least Living objects” (W. J. 
Hickie, on Andocrdes, De Mysterizzs, S 14). 
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ONU., тєр., бер. in the reverse order describe the miracles of Jesus in Ас 
222; here they denote the miracles of the primitive evangelists as in 2 Co 1217, 
Philo, speaking of the wonderful feats of Moses before the Pharaoh, declares 
that signs and wonders are a plainer proof of what God commands than any 
verbal injunction (dre 6 тод 0є00 rpavorépais xpuoudv дтобе есі rats dtd 
onuctwy кай терітшу TÒ BovrAnua дєдућокӧтоѕ, vit. Mos. i. 16). 

As “God” (@eov) is the subject of the clause, афто? (for which 
D actually reads Geov) refers to him, and туебиатов дуіоу is the 
genitive of the object after дєрєнөї< (cp. 6*). What is dis- 
tributed is the Spirit, in a variety of endowments. То take 
avrov With туейматов and make the latter the genitive of the 
subject, would tally with Paul's description of the Spirit биларофу 
(да ékáa ro каб BovAerat (т Co 121), but would fail to explain 
what was distributed and would naturally require то меросро. 
A fair parallel lies in Gal 3° б етіуортуду piv то TveUpa kai 
еуеруду Ovvápes v Әшіу, where боуамвв also means “ miraculous 
powers” or '* mighty deeds” (a Hellenistic sense, differing from 
that of the LXX = “ forces”). In xarà thy адтой Bénou, 
as perhaps even in 718 (cp. Blass, 284. 3; Abbott’s Johannine 
Grammar, 2558), the possessive airos is emphatic. @éAnow 15 
read by x R for бесеу in Ps 21? (cp. Ezk 28? uù) беЛусе 
GeXnow). It 15 not merely a vulgarism for @éAnpa. “ O€Anpa 
n'est pas GéAnors, volonté; б Алма désigne le vouloir concentré 
sur un moment, sur un acte, l'ordre, le commandment " (Psichari, 
Essai sur le grec de la Septante, 1908, p. 171n.). The writer is 
fond of such forms (eg. à0érgaus, а#Алуты, aiveots, peradects, 
mpocxvots). Naturally the phrase has a very different meaning 
from the similar remark in Lucian, who makes Hesiod (/2%5- 
putatio cum Незіойе, 4) apologize for certain omissions in his 
poetry, by pleading that the Muses who inspired him gave their 
gifts as they pleased—ai eat дё ras éavrüv dwpeas ois TE ду eÜcAwat. 

The vital significance of the Son as the épxnyds of this 
* salvation"! by means of his sufferings on earth, is now devel- 
oped (уу.5 18). "This unique element in the Son has been already 
hinted (19), but the writer now proceeds to explain it as the core of 
Christ's pre-eminence. The argument starts from the antithesis 
between the Son and angels (v.5); presently it passes beyond 
this, and angels are merely mentioned casually in a parenthesis 
(v.16), Тһе writer is now coming to the heart of his theme, how 
and why the Son or Lord, of whom he has been speaking, 
suffered, died, and rose. | Vv.5*? are the prelude to vv.1018, The 
idea underlying the whole passage is this: Aaħeîoĝar 8:0 той kuptou 
meant much more than ХаХесфав ё dyyéAwy, for the Christian 
revelation of сотуріа had involved a tragic and painful experi- 
ence for the Son on earth as he purged sins away. His present 
superiority to angels had been preceded by a period of mortal 

! In A кез of Is 95 the messiah is called татђр rod éXXovros aldvos. 
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experience on earth еу tats (мера тӯѕ саркоѕ avrov. But this 
sojourn was only for a time ; it was the vital presupposition of 
his triumph ; it enabled him to die a death which invested him 
with supreme power on behalf of his fellow-men ; and it taught 
him sympathy (cp. Zimmer, in Studien und Kritiken, 1882, 


рр. 413f., on 21%, and іп /У7/сдел Studien, 1. pp. 20-129, on 
29-18), 


5 For the world to come, of which I (hueîs of authorship) am speaking, 
was not put under the control of angels (whatever may be the case with the 
present world). 6 Оле writer, as we know, has affirmed, 

“ What ts man, that thou art mindful of him? 
or the son of man, that thou carest for him? 
7 For a little while thou hast put him lower than the angels, 
crowning him with glory and honour, 
8 putting all things under his feet.” 
Now by) “putting all things under him”? the writer meant to leave nothing 
out of his control. But, as it ts, we do not yet see ** all things controlled” by 
тап; 9 what we do see is Jesus ‘who was put lower than the angels for а 
little while” to suffer death, and who has been ‘‘ crowned with glory апа 
honour,” that by God's grace ke might taste death for everyone. 


Où yàp dyyddots (уар, as in Greek idiom, opening a new 
question; almost equivalent to “now”: ov yap=non certe, 
Valckenaer) óméra£e (z.e. ó Oeds, as C vg add)—the writer is 
already thinking of $zéra£as іп the quotation which he is about 
to make. In the light of subsequent allusions to péAXovra дуаба 
(ӘЗ то!) and ў péààovoa поћс (1314), we see that thy otkoupevny 
Tijv реХоџосау means the new order of things in which the owrypia 
of 1!* 223 is to be realized (see 978), and from which already 
influences are pouring down into the life of Christians. The 
latter allusion is the pivot of the transition. Тһе powers апа 
spiritual experiences just mentioned (in v.*) imply this higher, 
future order of things (cp. 6*5 especially бүудиеіе те péAAovros 
аіФуов), from which rays stream down into the present. How 
the ministry of angels is connected .with them, we do not learn. 
But the author had already urged that this service of angels was 
rendered to the divine authority, and that it served to benefi 
Christians (114^). ‘This idea starts him afresh. Who reigns in 
the new order? Not angels but the Son, and the Son who has 
come down for a time into human nature and suffered death. 
He begins by quoting a stanza from a psalm which seems 
irrelevant, because it compares men and angels. Іп reality this 
is not what occupies his mind; otherwise he might have put his 
argument differently and used, for example, the belief that 
Christians would hold sway over angels in the next world 


(1 Co 623), 


1 èv TQ (5с. Mévyew, as 813), 
2 The omission of this айту by B d e arm does not alter the sense. 
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Philo (de ofificio, 29, où тар cov йстатоу yéyovev ávOpwros, dia rtv тай» 
yWAdTTwrat) argues that man is not inferior in position because he was created 
last in order ; but this refers to man in relation to other creatures, not in rela- 
tion to angels, as here. 


The quotation (vv.9-8) from the 8th psalm runs: 

ri ести avOpwros ott pipvyoKyn! аїто?, 

1) vids avOpwrov Оті ётискётту adrov; 

nAdtrwcas avtov Bpaxt te тар ayyeXous, 

dogy кої Tiny естефаушсов avrov. 

такта Фтетабас Отокато TOV TOOWY AUTO. 
The LXX tr. andy not incorrectly by &yyéXovs, since the elohim 
of the original probably included angels. This was the point of 
the quotation, for the author of Hebrews. Тһе text of the 
quotation offers only a couple of items. (a) ví 15 changed into 
те (LXX А) by С* Р тол. 917. 1288. 1319. 1891. 2127 vt boh, 
either in conformity to the preceding ris or owing to the feeling 
that the more common тіс (in questions, e.g. 127, Jn 12?*) suited 
the reference to Christ better (Bleek, Zimmer). (0) The quota- 
tion omits xai xarégT70as aùròv егі та ёруа TOV xeipüv oov before 
závra : it is inserted by N A C D* M P syr lat boh arm eth Еш. 
Theodt. Sedul. to complete the quotation. It is the one line in 
the sentence on which the writer does not comment ; probably 
he left it out as incompatible with 119 (Еруа тәу xeipüv cov «iow 
ої ovpavoi), although he frequently quotes more of an OT passage 
than is absolutely required for his particular purpose. 

In біерартдралто 86 тоб Tis (У.6), even if the дє is adversative, 
it need not be expressed in English idiom. d:apaprvpeto бал in 
Greek inscriptions * means primarily to address an assembly or a 
king" (Hicks, in Classical Review, i. 45). Неге, the only place 
where it introduces an OT quotation, it =attest or affirm. — IIov т 
in such a formula is a literary mannerism familiar in Philo (De 
Ebrief. 14: eire уар ToU т<), and zov later on (4*) recurs in a 
similar formula, as often in Philo. The т< implies no modifica- 
tion of the Alexandrian theory of inspiration ; his words are God's 
words (v.8). Тһе psalm intends no contrast between ў\ћаттшсаѕ 
кт\. and 86$ . . . естефбушсас aüróv. The proof that this wonder- 
ful being has been created in a position only slightly inferior to 
that of the divine host lies in the fact that he is crowned king 
of nature, invested with a divine authority over creation. The 
psalm is а panegyric on тап, like Hamlet’s (“What a piece of 
work is man! how noble in reason! how infinite in faculties! in 
form and moving how express and admirable! in action how like 
an angel!” etc.), but with a religious note of wonder and gratitude 
to God. In applying the psalm, however, our writer takes Bpayv ти 


1 pepeyyoxy means mindfulness shown in act, and émicxérry, as always in 
the NT, denotes personal care. 
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іп the sense of * temporarily " rather than “slightly,” and so has 
to make the “inferiority " and “ exaltation " two successive phases, 
in applying the description to the career of Jesus. He does not take 
this verse as part of a messianic ode ; neither here nor elsewhere 
does he use the term “боп of Man." He points out, first of 
all (v.8) that, as things are (иду 86 oUmw: ov ло = ov mws might be 
read, Z.e. “іп no wise," and viv taken logically instead of temporally ; 
but this is less natural and pointed), the last words are still unful- 
filled; ойто брореу айтф (26. man) và 'mávra" (ie. 2) olkovuévg 
7 м ӨАХоуса) únoteraypéva. Human nature is not “crowned with 
glory and honour" at present. How can it be, when the terror 
of death and the devil(v.!5) enslaves it? What is to be said, 
then? This, that although we do not see man triumphant, there 
is something that we do see: fAémopev собу dealing triumph- 
antly with death on man’s behalf (v.°). Тһе тособу comes іп 
with emphasis, as in 3! and 12%, at the end of a preliminary 
definition tév . . . ЯХотторуоу. 

It is less natural to take the messianic interpretation which 
involves the reference of avro already to him. On this view, the 
writer frankly allows that the closing part of the prophecy is still 
unfulfilled. “We do not yet see rà mávra under the sway of Jesus 
Christ, for the world to come has not yet come; it has only been 
inaugurated by the sacrifice of Christ (1? ka@apiopov ràv диортифу 
rovc áp.evos exddicer èv бебі THs peyañwrúvys еу tWyAots). Though 
the Son is crowned (18-9) and enthroned (11 káĝov ек беафу pov), 
his foes are still to be subdued (éws ау 6@ ovs éxOpovs соо úroróðtov 
ту тобау cov), and we must be content to wait for our full cwrnpia 
(928) at his second coming; under the oc брвиеу «7A. of experi- 
ence there is a deeper experience of faith.” Тһе writer rather 
turns back in v.? to the language of у.7; this at least has been 
fulfilled. Jesus has been put lower than the angels and he has been 
crowned. Нож and why? The writer answers the second ques- 
tion first. Or rather, in answering the second he suggests the 
answer to the first. At this point, and not till then, the messianic 
interpretation becomes quite natural and indeed inevitable. It 
15 the earlier introduction of it which is unlikely. The application 
to the messiah of words like those quoted in у.б is forced, and 
“ Hebrews” has no room for the notion of Christ as the ideal or 
representative Man, as is implied in the messianic interpretation 
of airo in у. That interpretation yields a true idea—the 
thought expressed, e.g., in T. E. Brown's poem, “бай! Sad 1 "— 

** One thing appears to me— 
The work is not complete ; 
One world I know, and see 
It is not at His feet— 
Not, not! Is this the sum?” 
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No, our author hastens to add, it is not the sum; our outlook is 
not one of mere pathos; we do see Jesus enthroned, with the 
iull prospect of ultimate triumph. But the idea of the issues of 
Christ's triumph being still incomplete is not true here. What 
is relevant, and what is alone relevant, is the decisive character of 
his sacrifice. The argument of v.5 9, therefore, is that, however 
inapplicable to man the rhapsody of the psalm is, at present, the 
words of the psalm are true, notwithstanding. For we see the 
Jesus who was * put lower than the angels for a little while” to 
suffer death (84 тӛ wéOnpa той бау&тоу must refer to the death of 
Jesus himself! not to the general experience of death as the 
occasion for his incarnation), now “crowned with glory and 
honour. When Stà тӛ патра той баубтоо is connected with what 
follows (848 кай тірі Фотефоуореғоғ), it gives the reason for the 
exaltation, not the object of the incarnation (= eis то macyew). 
But dud. . . Óavárovis elucidated in a moment by ows. . . бауатоу. 
V.? answers the question why Jesus was lowered and exalted—it 
was for the sake of mankind. In v.1? the writer proceeds to ex- 
plain how he was “lowered "—it was by suffering that culminated 
in death. "Then he recurs naturally to the ** why." Тһе mixture 
of quotation and comment in v.? leaves the meaning open to some 
dubiety, although the drift is plain. * But one Being referred to in 
the psalm (àv . . . ijNarropévov) we do see—it is Jesus, and Jesus 
as jjÀAarropévov for the purpose of suffering death, and óy кої rep 
éotepavwpévov. Why did he die? Why was he thus humiliated 
and honoured? For the sake of every man; his death was ілтер 
таутбѕ, part of the divine purpose of redemption." Thusétas. . . 
баубтов explains and expounds the idea of 9i тб табиа (which 
consists in) rod баудтоу, gathering up the full object and purpose 
of the experience which has just been predicated of Jesus. This 
implies a pause after éere$avopévov, or, as Bleek suggests, the 
supplying of an idea like 8 &raev before бтосѕ ктА., if уєдоттох 15 to 
be taken, as it must be, as = “һе might taste." How a ото clause 
follows and elucidates біб ктА. may be seen in Æp. Arist. тоб (бо 
Tous êv rais dyvetats битаѕ, Tus pydevds Üvyyávocw). 


As for v.84, Paul makes a similar comment (1 Co 15%), but excludes God 
from the rà wdvra. Тһе curiously explicit language here is intended to 
reiterate what is possibly hinted at in v.5, viz., that the next world has no 
room for the angelic control which characterizes the present. (Тһе rà тарта 
includes even angels!) This belief was familiar to readers of the Greek 
bible, where Dt 328 voices а conception of guardian-angels over the non- 
Jewish nations which became current in some circles of the later Judaism. 
Non-Jewish Christians, like the readers of our epistle, would be likely to 
appreciate the point of an argument which dealt with this. Note that 
à»vmrórakTov Occurs in a similar antithesis in Epictetus, ii. 10. 1, таўтр тй 


1 But not, as the Greek fathers, etc., supposed, as if it was the fact of hir 
death (and stay in the underworld) that lowered him (б4-- on account of). 
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&ХА@ бтотетогумбуа, aùrhv 0 dóo/(Aevrov kal дуутдтакто». Our author's 
language reads almost like a tacit repudiation of Philo's remark on Gn pin 
de opificto Mundi (28), that God put man over all things with the exception 
of the heavenly beings—óca yap бутті Еу rois трі oraxelos yN Lddre дері 
mávra Фтефтаттеу адтф, Ta кат ойрауду UmeieNÓuevos äre Setdrepas polpas 
émlhaxovTa. 


The closing clause of у.9 (ömws xáper« дєой отер mavrós yeon- 
rat даубтоо), therefore, resumes and completes the idea of da то 
табура tov Üavárov. Each follows a phrase from the psalm; 
but ómos . . . баубтоу does not follow ёстєфауорёуоу logically. 
The only possible method of thus taking бтш< ктА. would be 
by applying 3o£f каї тим) éereavepévov to Christ's life prior to 
death, either (а) to his pre-incarnate existence, when “іп the 
counsels of heaven" he was, as it were, “crowned for death” 
(so Rendall, who makes yevoac@a: Gavarov cover the ‘inward 
dying ” of daily self-denial and suffering which led up to Calvary), 
or (2) to his incarnate life (so, e.g., Hofmann, Milligan, Bruce), as 
if his readiness to sacrifice himself already threw a halo round 
him, or (с) specifically to God’s recognition and approval of him 
at the baptism and transfiguration (Dods). But the use of доға 
in v.29 tells against such theories; it is from another angle 
altogether that Jesus is said іп 2 Р 117 to have received tipyy ка! 
8ó£av from God at the transfiguration. The most natural inter- 
pretation, therefore, is to regard бой)... еФотефаушиеуоу as 
almost parenthetical, rounding off the quotation from the psalm. 
It is unnecessary to fall back on such suggestions as (i) to assume 
а break in the text after еотефауюрмеуоу, some words lost which led 
up to ózos . . . Üavárov (Windisch), or (ii) to translate mws by 
"how," as in Lk 24%, Ze. “уге see how Jesus tasted death” (so 
Blass, boldly reading éyevoaro), or by “after that" or “when” 
(Moses Stuart), as in Soph. Oed. Col. 1638 (where, however, it 
takes the indicative as usual), etc. 


In rèp таутб5, таутб5 was at an early stage taken as neuter, practi- 
cally the universe. This was а popular idea in Egyptian Christianity. 
** You know,” says the risen Christ to his disciples, in а Bohairic narrative 
of the death of Joseph (Texts and Studies, iv. 2. 130), ‘‘that many times 
now I have told you that I must needs be crucified and taste death for the 
universe." "The interpretation occurs first in Origen, who (zz Joan. i. 35) 
writes: “Не is a ‘great highpriest’ [referring to Heb 47), having offered 
himself up in sacrifice once (йта2) not for human beings alone, but for the 
rest of rational creatures as well (аЛАдб кай Өтер тәу Xourüv Худу). ‘For 
without God he tasted death for everyone’ (xwpis yap бео0 mèp таутд5 
éyevoato Üavárov). In some copies of the epistle to the Hebrews this passage 
runs: ‘for by the grace of God’ (харт: yap бєоб). Well, if ‘without God 
he tasted death for everyone,’ he did not die simply for human beings, 
but for the rest of rational creatures as well; and if * by the grace of God he 
tasted the death for everyone,’ ! he died for all except for God (хоріѕ 0eo0)— 
for ‘by the grace of God he tasted death for everyone.’ It would indeed be 





з Reading roô before тер. 
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preposterous (4тотоу) to say that he tasted death for human sins and not alsc 
for any other being besides man who has fallen into sin—e.g. for the stars. 
Even the stars are by no means pure before God, as we read in the book ol 
Tob: * The stars are not pure before him,' unless this is said hyperbolically. 
For this reason he is а ‘great highpriest,’ because he restores (атокабісттси) 
all things to his Father's kingdom, ordering it so that what is lacking in any 
part of creation is completed for the fulness of the Father's glory (pis rà 
Хорйсал óav marpucjv)." Тһе Greek fathers adhered steadily to this inter- 
pretation of таутб5 as equivalent to the entire universe, including especially 
angels. But the neuter is always expressed in ** Hebrews" by the plural, with 
or without the article, and, as v.!9 shows, the entire interest is in human 
beings. 

Tevonra: after (тер таутб has also been misinterpreted. Teve in LXX, 
as a rendering of суо, takes either genitive (1 5 147, cp. 2 Мас 6?) ог ac- 
cusative (1 S r4?, Job 343), but yeveo@at 0avárov never occurs; it is the 
counterpart of the rabbinic phrase nm? oyy, and elsewhere in the NT 
(Mk 9! 2 Mt 16°%=Lk 07, Jn 8) is used not of Jesus but of men. It 
means to experience (--ібейу Oávarov, 115). Неге it is a bitter experience, 
not a rapid sip, as if Jesus simply ‘‘tasted” death (Chrysostom, Theophyl., 
Oecumenius: où yàp évéuewev TY Oavdrw adda ибуо; айтду трбтоу Tw 
атеуейсато) quickly, or merely sipped it like a doctor sipping a drug to en- 
courage a patient. Тһе truer comment would be: ** When I think of our 
Lord as tasting death it seems to me as if He alone ever truly tasted death " 
(M'Leod Campbell, The Nature of the Atonement, p. 259) ; yevontat does 
да) echo Bpaxv тг, as though all that Jesus experienced of death was slight or 
short. 


The hardest knot of the hard passage lies in ҳари: ĝeoð. In 
the second century two forms of the text were current, xwpic 
Өєоү and хәріті Өєоү. This is plain from Origen's comment 
(see above); he himself is unwilling to rule out the latter 
reading, but prefers the former, which he apparently found to be 
the ordinary text. Theodoret assumed it to be original, as 
Ambrose did in the West. Jerome knew both (on Gal 319), 
and the eighth century Anastasius Abbas read ywpis ("absque 
deo: sola enim divina natura non egebat”), Ze, in the sense 
already suggested by Fulgentius and Vigilius, that Christ's divine 
nature did not die. On the other hand, writers like Eusebius, 
Athanasius, and Chrysostom never mention any other reading 
than дарт. Of all the supporters of хор, the most emphatic 
is Theodore of Mopsuestia, who protests that it is most absurd 
(yeXotórarov) to substitute харите беоу for xwpis дєо?, arguing from 
passages like т Co 1519 and Eph 29 ? that Paul's custom is not 
to use the former phrase árAós, 4АА& таутов ато tivos акоХоуб(а5 
Aóyov. Тһе reading suited the Nestorian view of the person of 
Christ, and probably the fact of its popularity among the 
Nestorians tended to compromise ywpis in the eyes of the later 
church ; it survives only in M 424**, though there 15 a trace of 
it (a Nestorian gloss?) in three codices of the Peshitto. But 
Oecumenius and Theophylact are wrong in holding that it 
originated among the Nestorians. This is dogmatic prejudice ; 
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xwpis was read in good manuscripts, if not in the best, by 
Origen's time, and the problem is to determine whether it or 
xdpi7e was original. Тһе one may be a transcriptional error for 
the other. In this case, the textual canon “potior lectio 
difficillima" would favour ywpis. But the canon does not apply 
rigidly to every such case, and the final decision depends upon 
the internal probabilities. Long associations render it difficult 
for а modern to do justice to xwpis Geod. Yet ywpis is elsewhere 
used by our author in a remarkable way, eg. in 978 хор 
dpaptias дфбттєто, and the question is whether ywpis Geod here 
cannot be understood in an apt, although daring, sense. It 
may be (1) “forsaken by God,” an allusion to the “dereliction” 
of Mk 15t (В. Weiss, Zimmer), though this would rather be put 
as атєр Oeod. (ii) “Apart from his divinity” (see above), ie. 
when Christ died, his divine nature survived. But this would 
require a term like 79s беотутов. (ш) Taken with mavrós, “Ше 
for everyone (everything ?) except God” (Origen’s view, adopted 
recently by moderns like Ewald and Ebrard). Of these (i) and 
(ш) are alone tenable. Even if (їп) be rejected, it furnishes 
a clue to the problem of the origin of the reading. Thus 
Bengel and others modify it by taking trép mavrós-to master 
everything, xwpis дєо? being added to explain that “everything ” 
does not include God. It is possible, of course, that in the 
Latin rendering (ut gratia Dei pro omnibus gustaret mortem) 
gratia is an original nominative, not an ablative, and repre- 
sents хар (Christ = the Grace of God)! which came to be 
altered into дөр and дарит. But, if ҳоріѕ бео9 is regarded as 
secondary, its origin probably lies in the dogmatic scruple of 
some primitive scribe who wrote the words on the margin as 
a gloss upon *avrós, or even on the margin of v.8 opposite ovdey 
афукєу афтФ àvvrórakrov, whence it slipped lower down into the 
text. Upon the whole, it seems fairest to assume that at some 
very early stage there must have been a corruption of the text, 
which cannot be explained upon the available data. But at 
any rate xapite fits in well with етрете, which immediately 
follows, and this is one point in its favour. It was карты Geod 
that Jesus died for everyone, and this was consonant with God's 
character (егрете yap aire, Ze. бей). The nearest Latin 
equivalent for mpérov, as Cicero (de Officiis, i. 26) said, was 
* decorum " (dulce et decorum est pro patria mori), and in this 
high sense the divine дар (416), shown in the wide range and 
object of the death of Jesus, comes out in the process and 
method. 


1 It was so taken by some Latin fathers like Primasius and by later 
theologians of the Western church like Thomas of Aquinum and Sedulius 
Scotus, who depended on the Vulgate version. 


28 THE EPISTLE ТО THE HEBREWS (ІП. 10-18. 


The writer now explains (уу.10-18) why Jesus had to suffer 
and to die. Only thus could he save his brother men who lay 
(whether by nature or as a punishment, we are not told) under 
the tyranny of death. To die for everyone meant that Jesus had 
to enter human life and identify himself with men; suffering is 
the badge and lot of the race, and a Saviour must be a sufferer, 
if he is to carry out God’s saving purpose. The sufferings of 
Jesus were neither an arbitrary nor a degrading experience, but 
natural, in view of what he was to God and men alike. For the 
first time, the conception of suffering occurs, and the situation 
which gave rise to the author’s handling of the subject arose out 
of what he felt to be his readers’ attitude. “ \Үе are suffering 
hardships on account of our religion.” But so did Jesus, the 
writer replies. “ Well, but was it necessary for him any more 
than for us? And if so, how does that consideration help us in 
our plight?” То this there is a twofold answer. (a) Suffering 
made Jesus а real Saviour; it enabled him to offer his perfect 
sacrifice, on which fellowship with God depends. (0) He suffered 
not only for you but like you, undergoing the same temptations 
to faith and loyalty as you have to meet. The threefold 
inference is: (i) do not give way, but realize all you have 
in his sacrifice, and what a perfect help and sympathy you 
can enjoy. (ii) Remember, this is a warning as well as an 
encouragement; it will be a fearful thing to disparage a 
religious tie of such privilege. (ІШ) Also, let his example 
nerve you. 


9 Zn bringing many sons to glory, it was befitting that He for whom and 
by whom the universe exists, should perfect the Pioneer of thetr salvation by 
suffering (біз ma0guárwv, echoing бий тб málna той Oavárov).  ! For 
sanctifier and sanctified have all one origin (62 €vos, sc. yevods : neuter as Ac 
1726). That zs why he (ò àyidtwv) zs not ashamed to call them brothers, 
12 saying, 

* J will proclaim thy пате to my brothers, 
Zn the midst of the church I will sing of thee” ; 

8 and again, 

* 7 will put my trust in him”; 

and again, 

* Here ат I and the children God has given me.” 

14 Since the children then (otv, resuming the thought of v."*) share blood 
and flesh, he himself participated in their nature,* so that by dying he might 
crush him who wields the power of death (that is to say, the devil), and 
release from thraldom those who lay under a life-long fear of death. 19 (For 
of course it is not angels that ** he succours,” it ts ‘‘the offspring of Abra- 
ham”). Y He had to resemble his brothers in every respect, in order to prove 
a merciful and faithful high priest in things divine, to expiate the sins of the 





1 atuaros kal capkós (Eph 612) is altered into the more conventional таркд$ 
kal aiuaros by, e.g., К L f vg syr pesh eth boh Theodoret, Aug. Jerome. 

? адтФр, 7.6. aluaros kal capkós, not mabnudrwy, which is wrongly added 
by D* d syr™! Eus. Jerome, Theodoret. 
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People. 81 is as he suffered by his temptations that he is able to help the 
tempted. 


It is remarkable (cp. Introd. p. xvi) that the writer does not 
connect the sufferings of Jesus with OT prophecy, either gener- 
ally (as, e.g., Lk 2479 ovxi rara &0ci ! табеіу тду Хриотду ктА.), or 
with a specific reference to Is 53. Не explains them on the 
ground of moral congruity. Неге they are viewed from God's 
standpoint, as in 12? from that of Jesus himself. God's purpose 
of grace made it befitting and indeed inevitable that Jesus 
should suffer and die in fulfilling his function as a Saviour 
(v.10); then (vv.H^) it is shown how he made common cause 
with those whom he was to rescue. 

"Empemev yap «TX. (v.10). Претау or третоу, in the sense of 
“seemly,” is not applied to God in the LXX, but is not un- 
common in later Greek, e.g. Lucian's Prometheus, 8 (ovre Ócots 
третоу ovre GAAwS Ваовчдикоу), and the de Mundo, 3070, 398a (6 каї 
трепоу égri kai бей натта åpuóćov—of a theory about the 
universe, however). Тһе writer was familiar with it in Philo, 
who has several things to say about what it behoved God to do,? 
though never this thing; Philo has the phrase, not the idea. 
According to Aristotle (Wice. Ethics, iv. 2. 2, тд трепоу 0) трб< 
abróv, кай еу Ф kai тері 0), what is “befitting” relates to the 
person himself, to the particular occasion, and to the object. 
Here, we might say, the idea is that it would not have done for 
God to save men by a method which stopped short of suffering 
and actual death. ‘‘ Quand il est question des actes de Dieu, 
ce qui est convenable est toujours nécessaire au point de vue 
métaphysique ” (Reuss). In the description of God (for aùr 
cannot be applied to Jesus in any natural sense) $’ ôv rà mávro 
kai 9€ об та таута, the writer differs sharply from Philo. Тһе 
Alexandrian Jew objects to Eve (Gn 4!) and Joseph (Gn 4013) 
using the phrase ба то? Geod (Cherubim, 35), on the ground that 
it makes God merely instrumental ; whereas, 6 0є05 airtov, oix 
dpyavov. On the contrary, we call God the creative cause 
(aircov) of the universe, ópyavov бе Абуоу дєо? дг о? Kateckevac On. 
He then quotes Ex 1413 to prove, by the use of тара, that 
ой 81a 3 ToU Geod dÀÀà Tap abroU ws aitiov то собќєсбоа. But our 
author has no such scruples about ба, any more than Aeschylus 
had (Agamemnon, 1486, dtat Ads ravaitiov mavepyéra). Like 
Paul (Ro 1139) he can say 9 ой та таута of God, adding, for 
the sake of paronomasia, ô? ov to cover what Paul meant by 
ёё airov каї eis avróv. Or rather, starting with à& ov rà таута he 


1 The ФфеӘеу of v.” is not the same as this ёде. 

2 Thus: трете TQ беш purevew kal oikoOouetv év уух Tas áperás (Leg. 
а ег. 1. 15). 

3 When һе does use 2:4 (de ofificio, 24) it is де айтой дбуоу, of creation. 
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prefers another dua with a genitive, for the sake of assonance, 
to the more usual equivalent 26 ov or ®ф où. To preserve the 
assonance, Zimmer proposes to render: *um dessentwillen das 
All, und durch dessen Willen das All.” 


The ultimate origin of the phrase probably lies in the mystery-cults ; 
Aristides (Els тд» Zápamw, 51: ed. Dindorf, i. p. 87), іп an invocation of 
Serapis, writes to this effect, тута yap таутахо0 0:0 бой тє kal did сє ўши 
ylyverat. But Greek thought in Stoicism had long ago played upon the use 
оҒбій in this connexion. Possibly 0:4 with the accusative was the primitive 
and regular expression, as Norden contends.’ We call Zeus “ фуа kal Ala ” 
ws àv ef Хеүоциву б/ ду (pev, says the author of de Mundo (дота), like the 
older Stoics (see Arnim's Stoicorum veterum Fragmenta, 11. pp. 305, 312), 
and 6:4 with the accusative might have the same causal sense here,? z.e. 
** through," in which case the two phrases бг ër and 6’ o would practically 
be a poetical reduplication of the same idea, or at least=‘‘ by whom and 
through whom.” But the dominant, though not exclusive, idea of д ду here 
is final, ** for whom " ; the end of the universe, of all history and creation, 
lies with Him by whom it came into being and exists; He who redeems is 
He who has all creation at His command and under His control. 


The point in adding 602 ov . . . rà wavra to air@ 15 that the 
sufferings and death of Jesus are not accidental; they form part 
of the eternal world-purpose of God. Philo had explained that 
Moses was called up to Mount Sinai on the seventh day, because 
God wished to make the choice of Israel parallel to the creation 
of the world (Quaest. іп Exod. 2419 ВочАбижуов ётад ёол бт: афтб5 
Kal Tov kórpov eOnutovpynoe кої то yévos etAero. “Н бе dvdxAyors 
tov mpopýrov Sevrepa уеуесіс есті THs тротерае дмейшу). But our 
author goes deeper; redemption, he reiterates (for this had 
been hinted at in 11-4), is not outside the order of creation. Тһе 
distinction between the redeeming grace of God and the created 
universe was drawn afterwards by gnosticism. There 15 no 
conscious repudiation of such a view here, only a definite asser- 
tion that behind the redeeming purpose lay the full force of God 
the creator, that God’s providence included the mysterious 
sufferings of Jesus His Son, and that these were in line with 
His will. 

In то\\ой$ utoós the zoAAoí is in antithesis to the one and 
only ӛрхцүбе, as in Ro 8%, Mk 14%. For the first time the 
writer calls Christians God’s sons. His confidence towards the 
Father is in sharp contrast to Philo’s touch of hesitation in De 
Confus. Ling. 28 (кау pydérw pévtot rvyxávg tis а ибуреос Фу vids 
Oeod mpocayopeverOar . . . kal yap «i pýrw ікауоі coU raides 
vopilerOar yeyovapev). "Аүаүбута is devoid of any reference to 

1 Agnostos Theos, 347 f. (** Das ist die applikation der logisch-gramma- 
tischen Theorie über den Казиз, der in ältester Terminologie, 7 кат’ alrlav 
тте, heisst, auf die Physik: die Welt ist das Objekt der durch die höchste 
alrla ausgeübten Tätigkeit "). 


2 As in Apoc. 4!! and Epist. Aristeas, 16: дг бу fworaotvrat та таута 
xai ylverar (quoting Zjva kal Ala). 
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past time. The aorist participle is used adverbially, as often, to 
denote “ап action evidently in a general way coincident in time 
with the action of the verb, yet not identical with it. Тһе 
choice of the aorist participle rather than the present in such 
cases is due to the fact that the action is thought of, not as in 
progress, but as a simple event or fact" (Burton, Moods ала 
Tenses, 149). It is accusative instead of dative, agreeing with 
an implied a?róv instead of а?то, by а common Greek assimila- 
(оК (ср. Ас ы т Ы) The accusative and 
infinitive construction prompted ауаубута instead of åyayóvrı. 
Had dyaydvra been intended to qualify архууду, toAAovs would 
have been preceded by то». Тһе thoughtis: thus do men 
attain the боға which had been their destiny (v.?, but only 
through a Jesus who bad won it for them by suffering. 


The mistaken idea that dyayévra must refer to some action previous to 
reAetQcat, which gave rise to the Latin rendering ‘‘ qui adduxerat" (vg) or 
* multis filiis adductis" (vt), is responsible for the ingenious suggestion of 
Zimmer that д5ёа denotes an intermediate state of bliss, where the ikaro: of 
the older age await the full inheritance of the messianic bliss. It is possible 
(see below on 1149 12?) to reconstruct such an idea in the mind of the writer, 
but not to introduce it here. 


The general idea in дрҳтубу is that of originator or personal 
source; TovréoTi Tov airov TNS Gwrypias (Chrysostom). It is 
doubtful how far the writer was determined, in choosing the 
term, by its varied associations, but the context, like that of 12%, 
suggests that the * pioneer" meaning was present to his mind; 
Jesus was dpynyés THs тшттрїа$ адтау in the sense that he led the 
way, broke open the road for those who followed him. This 
meaning, common in the LXX, recurs in Ac 5?! (арутуду xai 
сотўра), and suits &yayóvra better than the alternative sense of 
the head or progenitor—as of a Greek clan or colony. Іп this 
sense арҳтудѕ is applied to heroes, and is even a divine title of 
Apollo as the head of the Seleucidae (OGJS. 21213, 219%), as 
well as a term for the founder (= conditor) or head of a philo- 
sophical school (Athenaeus, xii. 563 E, tov doxwyov ouv tis 
софіве Zyvwva). But the other rendering is more relevant. 
Compare the confession (in the Acts of Maximilianus) of the 
soldier who was put to death in 295 A.D. (Ruinart, Acta Martyrum, 
рр. 340f.): “huic omnes Christiani servimus, hunc sequimur 
vitae principem, salutis auctorem." Тһе sufferings of Jesus as 
apxnyos вөттр(ав had, of course, a specific value in the eyes of 
the writer. He did not die simply in order to show mortals how 
to die; he experienced death ӛтер mavrós, and by this unique 
suffering made it possible for “many sons” of God to enter the 
bliss which he had first won for them. Hence, to ‘ perfect” 
(reActGoat) (һе ápyqyós owrnpias is to make him adequate, 
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completely effective. What this involved for him we аге not yet 
told; later on (5? 7°8) the writer touches the relation between 
the perfect ability of Christ and his ethical development through 
suffering (see below, у.1*), but meantime he uses this general 
term. God had to *t perfect » Jesus by means of suffering, that 
he might be equal to his task as ápynyós or dpyxtepeds (v.17) ; the 
addition of aitav to cwrnpias implies (see 77°) that he himself 
had not to be saved from sin as they had. Тһе underlying idea 
of the whole sentence is that by thus “ perfecting” Jesus through 
suffering, God carries out his purpose of bringing ** many sons” 
to bliss. 


The verb had already acquired a tragic significance in connexion with 
martyrdom ; in 4 Mac 715 (бу ліст? 0avárov oppayis éredelwoev) it is used of 
Eleazar’s heroic death, and this reappeared in the Christian vocabulary, as, 
e.g, in the title of the Passio 5. Perpetuae (uapróptov ris aylas Iepmerovas Kal 
Tay ody айт) телеобертоу év "Афрікт). But, although Philo had popu- 
larized the idea of reXevravy=redetoOa, this is not present to our writer's 
mind ; he is thinking of God's purpose to realize a complete experience of 
forgiveness and fellowship (swrnpia) through the Son, and this includes and 
involves (as we shall see) a process of moral development for the Son. 


The writer now (v.!) works out the idea suggested by тоХХоф 
viojs. Since Jesus and Christians have the same spiritual origin, 
since they too in their own way are “sons” of God, he is proud 
to call them brothers and to share their lot (vv.!123). The 
leader and his company are a unit, members of the one family of 
God. It is implied, though the writer does not explain the 
matter further, that Christ's common tie with mankind goes back 
to the pre-incarnate period; there was a close bond between 
them, even before he was born into the world ; indeed the in- 
carnation was the consequence of this solidarity or vital tie (e£ 
évos, cp. Pindar, (Vem. vi. 1, Еу dvópàv, ëv Gedy yévos). “0 áyiátyov 
and ої áyratópevoc are participles used as substantives, devoid of 
reference to time. Неге, as at 131°, Jesus is assigned the divine 
prerogative of &ү бет (ср. Ezk 20!? еуф куроѕ 6 аулабоу airovs, 
2 Mac 125, etc.), Ze. of making God's People His very own, by 
bringing them into vital relationship with Himself. It is another 
sacerdotal metaphor ; the thought of 1° (кабарисрду TOV &ápapriüv 
ro.yodpevos) is touched again, but the full meaning of dyaZew is 
not developed till 9136, where we see that to be “sanctified ” is 
to be brought into the presence of God through the вей- "e 
of Christ; in other words, ду: Gat = mpoaépxea Bar or éyyilew 
тӘ Geo, as in Nu 16° where the аую are those whom God 
Tpog'pyya-yero тро éavTOv. 


According to (Akiba ?) Mechilta, 710 (on Ех 201%), God said to the angels 
at Sinai, “Go down and help your brothers" (арсылы аучоу ғо); yet it 
was not merely the angels, but God himself, who helped them (the proof-text 
being Ca 2$ !). 
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Av fjv aittay—a phrase only used elsewhere in the NT by the 
author of the Pastoral ерівйев--одк ématoyuvetat ктА. "EmatoXU- 
veaQac implies that he was of higher rank, being somehow vids беоу) 
as they were not. The verb only occurs three times in LXX, twice 
of human shame (Ps 119%, Is 1%), and once perhaps of God 
(= х0) іп Job 3479. In Test. Jos. 2° it is used passively (où yàp 
ws дубротов еталсуууетал ó беде). In the gospels, besides Mk 334 
and Mt 25*5, there are slight traditions of the risen Jesus calling 
the disciples his á$eA$ot (Mt 2519, Jn 2017); but the writer either 
did not know of them or preferred, as usual, to lead biblical 
proofs. Не quotes three passages (vv.!? 13), the first from the 
22nd psalm (v.23) taken as a messianic cry, the only change 
made in the LXX text being the alteration of diyjoopar into 
атауу«АФ (a synonym, see Ps 551%). Тһе Son associates himself 
with his 4óeA ot in the praise of God offered by their community 
(a thought which is echoed in 1278 1315). 

According to Justin Martyr (Dial. тоб), Ps 227% ? foretells how the risen 
Jesus stood еу иёсф trav áóeA$Qv айтор, TOv йтоттбХ\ш» . . . Kal uer. айтфу 
бібушәр Әиуцав тду бебу, ws кай £v mois @тодутцорєйцаа TOv дтостбАоуу 
dndovrac yeyernuévoy, and in the Acta Joannis (11) Jesus, hefore going out to 
Gethsemane, says, Le? us sing a hymn to the Father (еу uéaq 06 abrds yevd- 
pevos). Тһе couplet is quoted here for the sake of the first line; the second 
fills it out. Our author only uses éxxAyota (12°) of the heavenly host, never 
in its ordinary sense of the ‘‘ church.” 

The second quotation (v.13) 15 from Is 817 écopac ттетго:006 
(a periphrastic future) ет aórà, but the writer prefixes éyo to 
écouat for emphasis. Тһе insertion of ере by the LXX at the 
beginning of Is 817 helped to suggest that the words were not 
spoken by the prophet himself. Тһе fact that Tesus required to 
put faith in God proves that he was a human being like ourselves 
(see 127). 

In Philo trustful hope towards God is the essential mark of humanity ; 
e.g. quod det. pot. 38 (on Gn 4”), той бё ката Mwvojy дубротоу 0cá0eats yvx$s 
еті тду Üvrws бута Gedy ЕӨАті(0707)5. Р 

The third quotation (у.139) is from the words which immedi- 
ately follow in Is 8!5, where the LXX breaks the Hebrew 
sentence into two, the first of which is quoted for his own 
purposes by the writer. Тһе maia аге God's children, the 
fellow viot of Christ. It 15 too subtle to treat, with Zimmer, the 
three quotations as (a) a resolve to proclaim God, as a man to 
теп; (2) a resolve to trust God amid the sufferings incurred in 
his mission, and (c) an anticipation of the reward of that mission. 
On the other hand, to omit the second xai там» as a scribal 
gloss (Bentley) would certainly improve the sense and avoid the 
necessity of splitting up an Isaianic quotation into two, the first 
of which is not strictly apposite. But xat таму» is similarly! 

1 It is a literary device of Philo in making quotations (cp. guis rer. div. 1). 
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used in 1099 ; it is more easy to understand why such words should 
be omitted than inserted ; and the deliberate addition of ѓуо in 
the first points to an intentional use of the sentence as indirectly 
a confession of fellow-feeling with men on the part of the Son. 

The same words of the 22nd psalm are played upon by the Od. Sol 31*: 
“апа he (Ze. messiah or Truth) lifted up his voice to the most High, and 
offered to Him the sons that were with him (or, in his hands).” 

In у.14 kekowóvqxev (here alone in the NT) takes the classical 
genitive, as in the LXX. Ап apt classical parallel occurs in the 
military writer Polyaenus (.Szra/eg. 111. 11. 1), where Chabrias tells 
his troops to think of their foes merely as аубротоі ада xai 
сарка éxovg, kai Tis аёт) фусеов "iv Kexowwvyxdow. The 
following phrase rapamAqotos ( = “similarly,” ze. almost ‘ equally ” 
or “also,” as, eg., in Maxim. Tyr. vii. 2, кай éoriv xai б dpxav 
тбАєш$ меров, kai ot архбиеуов TapaTAnTiws) peréaxev . . . iva krÀ. 
answers to the thought of ЙХаттодеуоу . . . 0:0 то табума ктХ. 
above. Тһе verb is simply a synonym for koweveév; in the 
papyri and the inscriptions peréxew is rather more common, but 
there is no distinction of meaning between the two. 

This idea (iva ктА.) of crushing the devil as the wielder of 
death is not worked out by the writer. He alludes to it in passing 
as a belief current in his circle, and it must have had some 
context in his mind; but what this scheme of thought was, we 
can only guess. Evidently the devil was regarded as having a 
hold upon men somehow, a claim and control which meant 
death for them. One clue to the meaning is to be found in the 
religious ideas popularized by the Wisdom of Solomon, in which 
it Is pretty clear that man was regarded as originally immortal 
(118. 14), that death did not form part of God's scheme at the 
beginning, and that the devil was responsible for the introduction 
of death into the world (22% 24); those who side with the devil 
encounter death (терабоусиу бё airov of rijs éxeivou мерібов Ovres), 
which they bring upon themselves as a result of their sins. 
Robertson Smith (Zxfosizo7?, ili. рр. 76f.) suggests another ex- 
planation, viz., that Jesus removes the fear of death by acting as 
our Highpriest, since (cp. Nu 185) the OT priests were respon- 
sible for averting death from the people, “the fear of death ” 
being "specially connected with the approach of an impure 
worshipper before God." This certainly paves the way for у.17, 
but it does not explain the allusion to the devil, for the illustra- 
tion of Zech 35 is too remote. 

Corroborations of this idea are to be found in more quarters than one. (а) 
There is the rabbinic notion that the angel of death has the power of inflicting 
death, according to Pes. Kahana, 32. 1894; Меса, 72a оп Ех 20? (where 
Ps 825 is applied to Israel at Sinai, since obedience to the Torah would have 


exempted them from the power of the angel of death), the angel of death 
being identified with the devil. (2) There is also the apocalyptic hope thar 
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messiah at the end would crush the power of the devil, a hope expressed 
in the second-century conclusion (Freer-Codex) to Mark, where the risen 
Christ declares that * the limit (or term, ó pos) of years for Satan's power has 
now expired." (с) Possibly the author assumed and expanded Paul's view of 
death as the divine punishment for sin executed by the devil, and of Christ's 
death as a satisfaction which, by semoving this curse of the law, did away 
with the devil’s hold on sinful mortals. Theodoret’s explanation (2227, iii.) is 
that the sinlessness of Christ's human nature freed human nature from sin, 
which the devil had employed to enslave men: érmei?) yap Tiuwpla TOv &uap- 
THKOTWY 0 бауатов HY, тб бе Tua тб Kupiaxdy ойк Ехоу üuaprlas кт\їда ô тарӣ 
тд» Üctov vóuov 6 Oávaros üü(kws «Ертосеу, üvéaTyoe ше» трфтоу тд тораубишз 
катосхебФе»" čmeira бе kal rois еубікше kaÜeuryuévows 9тесхето THY атаХХагүлу. 


The force of the paradox in 8a тоб Oavárou (to which the 
Armenian version needlessly adds abrov) is explained Бу 
Chrysostom: д’ ob ёкратусєу 6 бибВоХов, 0:0 rovrov їттубу. As 
the essence of соттрѓа is life, its negative aspect naturally 
involves emancipation from death. “Eyew rò kpáros rov Üavárov 
means to wield the power of death, z.e. to have control of death. 
Ехау TO кратов with the genitive in Greek denoting lordship in 
a certain sphere, e.g. Eurip. Helena, 68 (ris тоуб” épupvav дорат 
exe кратоѕ ;). "'AmaMMáÉm goes with боуЛе(ав (as in Joseph. Ant. 
13. 13 (363), THs wd mois éxÜpois афто? OovAe(as . . . @тал- 
Adrrew, etc.), which is thrown to the end of the sentence for 
emphasis, after бсо: . . . 7cav which qualifies rovrovs. "Evoxoi 
is a passive adjective, equivalent to éveyopevor, ‘bound by” (as 
in Demosthenes, 1229), and goes with фобо бауатоу, which is 
not a causal dative. “Осо: in Hellenistic Greek is no more than 
the ordinary relative ot. Aù mavrós той йу, not simply in old 
age, as Musonius (ed. Hense, xvii.) thinks: «ai ró ye 20\отатоу 
Toi00v TOv Biov Tois yépovsw aùrò écTiv, 6 Tod Üavárov фбВов. 
Aristeas (130, 141, 168) uses дг оЛох то? (йу, but бий zavrós rod 
ду is an unparalleled (in NT Greek) instance of an attribute in 
the same case being added to the infinitive with a preposition. 
There is a classical parallel in the Platonic бий. zavrós Tod «уох 
(Parmenides, 152 E); but ro фу had already come to be 
equivalent to 6 Bios. 

The enslaving power of fear in general is described by 
Xenophon in the Cyvopaedia, Mi. 1. 23 f.: ote. оди ті paddov 
катабоуХо%Фобол avOparous roð ioxvpov dófjov; . . . ойто таутоу 
ràv devov 6 PoBos uáAwrra кататАтттев tas ijvxàs. Неге it is the 
fear of death, or rather of what comes after death, which 15 
described. Тһе Greek protest against the fear of death (ср. 
Epict. iii. 36. 28), as unworthy of the wise and good, is echoed 
by Philo (guod omnis probus liber, 3, éwatveitart тара тити б 
трірєтроу éketvo morras’ “тіс oTt odos, ToU бауе(у афроутіѕ av ;" 
òs рала соиду то ükOAXovÜov. “ҮтХаЙе yap, ore otdev ovTw 
Sovrodabar тефукє бийуоау, ws TÒ еті Вауато 0605, Еуека TOV трб< 
то (йу ipépov) But the fear persisted, as we see from writers 
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like Seneca ('* optanda mors est sine metu mortis mori," 7уоайев, 
869) and Cicero; the latter deals with the fear of death in De 
Finibus, v. 11, as an almost universal emotion (“fere sic affici- 
untur omnes"), Lucretius as a rationalist һай denounced it 
magnificently in the De Rerum Natura, which “is from end to 
end a passionate argument against the fear of death and the 
superstition of which it was the basis. The fear which he 
combated was not the fear of annihilation, but one with which 
the writer of this Epistle could sympathize, the fear of what 
might come after death; ‘aeternas quoniam poenas in morte 
timendum est’ (1. 111)" (Wickham). The fear of death as death 
(cp. Harnack's History of Dogma, i. 180) has been felt even 
by strong Christians like Dr. Johnson. But our author has 
more in view. Seneca’s epistles, for example, are thickly strewn 
with counsels against the fear of death; he remonstrates with 
Lucilius on the absurdity of it, discusses the legitimacy of 
suicide, if things come to the worst, points out that children and 
lunatics have no such fear (22. xxxvi. 12), and anticipates most 
of the modern arguments against this terror. Nevertheless, he 
admits that it controls human life to a remarkable extent, even 
though it is the thought of death, not death itself, that we dread 
(Ep. ххх 17); he confesses that if you take anyone, young, 
middle-aged, or elderly, ‘‘you will find them equally afraid of 
death" (xxii. 14). And his deepest consolation is that death 
cannot be a very serious evil, because it is the last evil of all 
(“quod extremum est," Æp. iv. 3) Now the author of IIpós 
'Effpatovs sees more beyond death than Seneca. “ After death, 
the judgment." Тһе terror which he notes in men is inspired by 
the fact that death is not the final crisis (97). “Ultra (ze. post 
mortem) neque curae neque gaudio locum esse," said Sallust. 
It was because a primitive Christian did see something “ultra 
mortem," that he was in fear, till his hope reassured him (978). 

It is noteworthy that here (vv.!* 15) and elsewhere our author, not un- 
like the other д:дбскаћоѕ who wrote the epistle of James, ignores entirely the 


idea of the devil as the source of temptation ; he does not even imply the 
conception of the devil, as 1 Peter does, as the instigator of persecution. 


In one of his terse parentheses the writer now (v.!9) adds, 
од yàp Symou &áyyéhov émAapBáverat. Дутор is the classical term 
for “it need hardly be said” or “of course,” and émAapBaverGar 
means “tò succour " (Sir 4" ў copia viovs аът) aviwoerv, каї 
értAapBavetar tov £yrovvrov айтуу). If it meant "seize" or 
* grip," O&varos (że. either death, or the angel of death, ср. у.) 
might be taken as the nominative, the verse being still a 
parenthesis. This idea, favoured by some moderns, seems to 
lie behind the Syriac version (cp. A. Bonus, Æxposttory Times, 
xxxiii. pp. 234-236); but émAapPBdveoPac here corresponds to 
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BonOjoat in у.18, and is used in the same good sense as in the 
other quotation in $9. The words àMÀà emépparos “ABpadp 
émAapfávera. may be a reminiscence of Is 41* ? where God 
reassures Israel: oméppa 'Afjaàg . . . ov àvreAaflóumv. The 
archaic phrase was perhaps chosen, instead of a term like 
ávÜpoov,! оп account of Abraham’s position as the father of the 
faithful (see 118). Раш had already claimed it as a title for 
all Christians, irrespective of their birth: о?к еуі "lovóatos ovde 
"EAAqv . . . в бё pets Хреото®, dpa то? А) ради oméppa есте 
(Gal 32% 29), and our author likes these archaic, biblical peri- 
phrases. Не repeats éziauflavera after "А ради to make а 
rhetorical antistrophe (see Introd. p. lvii). 

It is a warning against the habit of taking the Greek fathers as absolute 
authorities for the Greek of Прёѕ 'Egpatovs, that they never suspected the real 
sense of émiAauBdverat here. To them it meant ‘‘ appropriates” (the nature 
of). When Castellio (Chatillon), the sixteenth century scholar, first pointed 
out the true meaning, Beza pleasantly called his opinion a piece of cursed 
impudence (‘‘execranda Castellionis audacia qui émiAauBdverac convertit 
‘opitulatur,’ non modo falsa sed etiam inepta interpretatione"). Тһе mere 
fact that the Greek fathers and the versions missed the point of the word 15 
a consideration which bears, e.g., upon the interpretation of a word like 
йтботат in 34 and 111, 


The thought of vv.!4 15 is now resumed іп у.17; $0ev (a 
particle never used by Paul) ФфеӘеу (answering to етретеу) 
ката mávra (emphatic by position) rois 486Х%о16 ӧрокшд иаи — 
resembling them in reality, as one brother resembles another 
(so Zest. Naphtali 19 opows pov qv ката таута Iwoye). In 
what follows, ФХейреу 215 put first for emphasis (as the writer is 
about to speak of this first), and goes like morós with ápytepeus. 
“Quae verba sic interpretor: ut misericors esset, ideoque 
fidelis," Calvin argues. But this sequence of thought is not 
natural; loyalty to God's purpose no doubt involved compassion 
for men, but Christ was тістос as he endured stedfastly the 
temptations incurred in his reAeiwots as арҳтубѕ. He suffered, 
but he never swerved in his vocation. Nor can movrds here 
mean “reliable” (Seeberg, Der Zod Christi, 17), i.e. reliable be- 
cause merciful; the idea of his sympathy as an encouragement 
to faith is otherwise put (ср. 414% 121). The idea of teNetdoar 
in у.19 is being explicitly stated ; the sufferings of Christ on earth 
had a reflex influence upon himself as Saviour, fitting him for 
the proper discharge of his vocation. But the уссапоп is 
described from a new angle of vision; instead of арҳтуоѕ or 
ó ayidlwy, Jesus is suddenly (see Introd. p. xxv) called àpxtepevs, 


1 Cosmas Indicopleustes correctly interpreted the phrase: rovréori 
owuatos kal ұлу” AoyiKHs (372 В). 

2 The seer in Enoch 40} has a vision of the four angels who intercede 
for Israel before God ; the first is ‘‘ Michael, the merciful and longsuffering.” 
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evidently a term familiar to the readers (åpytepéa тӯѕ ópoňoyías 
pov, 32). The prestige of the highpriest in the later Judaism 
is plain in rabbinic (e.g. Berachoth, Joma) tradition and also in 
apocalyptic. The Maccabean highpriests assumed the title of 
іре то? Geov то? tYytorov (Ass. Mosis, 61; Jubilees, 321), and the 
ritual of the day of atonement, when he officiated on behalf of 
the people, was invested with a special halo. This is the point 
of the allusion here, to the dpytepevs expiating the sins of the 
people. Philo had already used the metaphor to exalt the 
functions of his Logos as a mediator: 6 6 а?тоѕ ixérns меу есте 
той буто? ктраіуоутоѕ det mpos то афбартоу, трео|Веот3)е дё Tod 
Йуердуое mpòs тб ®ттукооу (quis rerum div. heres, 42). But, while 
the term ікетуе does imply some idea of intercession, this 15 
not prominent in Philo's cosmological and metaphysical scheme, 
as it is in our epistle, which carefully avoids the Philonic 
idea that men can propitiate God (PovAerar yap avróv ó vopos 
pelovos рерорӣс бда: фдсеов 3) кат avOpwrov, éyyvrépo троовчдута 
tis Üctas, рєборіоу, el det таХАу6% Aéyew, дрфоѓу, iva dca дётоъу 
туд даубротог меу Ааскдутав бебу, Geos 66 Tas xápvras àvÜporrois 
trodiakovw тігі xpwpevos дреуц kai хоруй, De Spec. Leg. 1. 12). 
Again, Philo explains (de sacerdot. 12) that the highpriest was 
forbidden to mourn, when a relative died, tva . . . kpetrrov 
ойктоу yevoj.evos, dAvzos eis dei баат«А). This freedom from the 
ordinary affections of humanity was part of his nearer approxi- 
mation to the life of God (éyyvrépe zpocidvra тў< Oetas 
[Ф0сєоѕ]). But our author looks at the function of Christ as 
ápxtepevs differently ; the first word to be used about him in this 
connexion is “Леумоу, and, before passing on to develop the idea 
of т10т05, the writer adds (v.13) another word upon the practical 
sympathy of Christ. In resembling his адеАфо ката таута 
Christ тетоубеу mepaoĝets. His death had achieved for them 
an emancipation from the dread of death (v.!*); by entering 
into glory he had expiated the sins of God's People, thereby 
securing for them a free and intimate access to God. But the 
process by means of which he had thus triumphed was also of 
value to men ; it gave him the experience which enabled him by 
sympathy to enter into the position of those who are tempted 
as he was, and to furnish them with effective help. The con- 
nexion between у.18 (with its yap) and v.!7 does not rest upon 
the idea of Christ as éAeguov кай motos ápxtepevs, as though the 
effective help received from Christ were a constant proof that he 
expiates sins, 2.4. maintains us in the favour and fellowship of 
God (Seeberg) It rests on the special idea suggested by 
éAejpov. “ His compassion is not mere pity for men racked 
. .. by pain in itself, however arising; it is compassion for 
men tempted by sufferings towards sin or unbelief” (A. B. 
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Davidson). What the writer has specially in mind is the agony 
in Gethsemane (cp. 57^) as the culminating experience of sorrow 
caused by the temptation to avoid the fear of death or the cross. 

The adverbial accusative тӛ mpós тбу бебу here, as іп 5}, is a 
fairly common LXX phrase (e.g. Ех 416 (of Moses), e? ё avrà 
есу) Ta трбе Tov Ücóv). “ӘАдфокесбаі tas dpaptias is also a LXX 
phrase, an expression for pardon or expiation, as in Ps 654 (tàs 
aoePeias ри ov icon), which never occurs again in the NT. 
When the verb (middle voice) is used of God’s dealings with 
men, it generally takes the person of the sinner as its object 
in the dative (as Lk 1819 the only other NT instance of 
iAdoxeoOat) or else sins in the dative (rats duapriats is actually 
read here by A 5. 33. 623. 913, Athan. Chrys. Bentley, etc.). 
This removal of sins as an obstacle to fellowship with God 
comes under the function of б dy.afwv. The thought reappears 
іп 7% and in т Jn 2? (кай aùròs ЮАЛас)м0< естім). 


6 Хабу (той бео0) is the writer’s favourite biblical expression for the church, 
from the beginning to the end ; he never distinguishes Jews and Gentiles. 


The introduction of the zepacpot of Jesus (v.18) is as 
abrupt as the introduction of the ápy«epevs idea, but is thrown 
out by way of anticipation. "Еу @ yáp = еу rovro év Ф (causal) or 
бт, explaining not the sphere, but the reason of his “help,” 
mémovÓcv отбе теграв0е(6-(һе participle defining the тӛсхен (a 
term never applied to Jesus by Paul): he suffered by his tempta- 
tions, the temptations specially in view being temptations to 
avoid the suffering that led to the cross. This is the situation 
of the readers. "They are in danger of slipping into apostasy, of 
giving up their faith on account of the hardships which it in- 
volved. Oi тарабдиеуов are people tempted to flinch and falter 
under the pressure of suffering. Life is hard for them, and faith 
as hard if not harder. Courage, the writer cries, Jesus under- 
stands; he has been through it all, he knows how hard it is to 
bear suffering without being deflected from the will of God. 
Grammatically, the words might also read: “For he himself, 
having been tempted by what he suffered, is able to help those 
who are tempted.” The sense is really not very different, for 
the particular temptations in view are those which arise out 
of the painful experience of having God's will cross the natural 
inclination to avoid pain. But the тарасиой/ of Jesus were 
not simply due to what he suffered. Не was strongly tempted 
by experiences which were not painful at all—e.g. by the re- 
monstrance of Simon Peter at Caesarea Philippi. Ав Ritschl 
puts it, * Christ was exposed to temptation simply because a 
temptation is always bound up with an inclination which is at 
the outset morally legitimate or permissible. It was the impulse, 
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in itself lawful, of self-preservation which led to Christ’s desire to 
be spared the suffering of death. And this gave rise to a tempta- 
tion to sin, because the wish collided with his duty in his 
vocation. Christ, however, did not consent to this temptation. 
He renounced his self-preservation, because he assented to the 
Divine disposal of the end of his life as a consequence of his 
vocation " (Rechtfertigung и. Versöhnung, 11. 507; Eng. tr. p. 573). 
On the suffering that such temptation involved, see below on 58. 

Вотбе(у and iňdoxeoĝðar rais ápaprtows occur side by side in 
the prayer of Ps 79? (LXX). Are they synonymous here? 15 
the meaning of то iNacxeoOar Tas üpaprías то? Лао? that Christ 
constantly enables us to overcome the temptations that would 
keep us at a distance from God or hinder us from being at peace 
with God? (so, e.g., Kurtz and M‘Leod Campbell, The Nature of 
the Atonement, pp. 172-174). The meaning is deeper. Тһе 
help conveyed by the sympathy of Jesus reaches back to a 
sacrificial relationship, upon which everything turns. Hence the 
ideas of ӘХеуіроу and morós are now developed, the latter in 3), 
the former in 414, 595—413 being а practical application of what 
is urged in 31-6 But the writer does not work out the thought 
of Christ as meords in connexion with his function as dpxtepevs, 
even though he mentions the latter term at the outset of his 
appeal, in which the stress falls on the expiatory work of Christ. 

1 Holy brothers (yio = оі à*yia(óuevot, 2"), you who participate in а 
heavenly calling, look at Jesus then (Әбеу in the light of what has just been 
said), at the apostle and highpriest of our confession; ? ће zs '* faithful” to 
Him who appointed him. For while '* Moses” also was ‘‘ faithful in every 
department of God's house,” ? Jesus (obros, as in 1012) has been adjudged greater 
glory (86Ёт$) than (тара, as 14) Afoses, inasmuch as the founder of a house 
enjoys greater honour (тішити, a literary synonym for óó£gv) than the house 
itself. ‘(Every house ts founded by some one, but God is the founder of all.) 
5 Besides, while “ Moses” was “faithful in every department of God's house” 


as an attendant—by way of witness to the coming revelation—® Christ is 
faithful as a son over God's house. 


In v.? 6A@ (om. р!'? B sah boh Cyr. Amb.) may be а gloss from v.5. Іп 
v.? the emphasis on тАе(оуов is better maintained by oros 66275 (x ABCD P 
vt Chrys.) than by óó£ys otros (р! K L M 6. 33. 104. 326. 1175. 1288 vg) or 
by the omission of obros altogether (467 arm Basil) In v.* тарта has been 
harmonized artificially with 1? 21 by the addition of rá (C° L P Y 104. 326. 
1175. 1128 Athan.). 


For the first time the writer addresses his readers, and as 
&$є\фої духо: (only here in NT, for ауов in 1 Th 527 is a later 
insertion), kAjoews émoupavtou pétoxor (64 etc., cp. Ps 11995 uéroxos 
yo eip таутоу tov фоЙоумеушу се, Ep. Arist. 207; de Mundo, 
4012). In Ph 3!* the душ xAnors is the prize conferred at the 
end upon Christian faith and faithfulness. Here there may be а 
side allusion to 21! (ddeAdots aitovs kaAety). In xaravorjcare (а 
verb used in this general sense by Æp. Aristeas, 3, тр0% 10 
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meptépyos Ta Ücto. karavoety) ктА., the writer summons his readers 
to consider Jesus as meoros; but, instead of explaining why or 
how Jesus was loyal to God, he uses this quality to bring out 
two respects (the first in vv.2*4, the second in vv.>®) in which 
Jesus outshone Moses, the divinely-commissioned leader and 
lawgiver of the People in far-off days, although there is no tone 
of disparagement in the comparison with Moses, as in the com- 
parison with the angels. 

In the description of Jesus as тду ánócrohov koi ápxtepéa THs 
épodoylas Яр, биоХоуға is almost an equivalent for “our re- 
ligion,” as in 41% (ср. 10?5).! Through the sense of a vow (LXX) 
or of a legal agreement (papyri and inscriptions), it had naturally 
passed into the Christian vocabulary as a term for the common 
and solemn confession or creed of faith. `НдФ» is emphatic. 
In “our religion” it is Jesus who is атостоћоѕ xai ápxtepevs, not 
Moses. This suits the context better than to make the antithesis 
one between the law and the gospel (Theophyl. ov yàp tis ката 
vopov Aatpetas üpxtepeUs 2отіғ, ЛАЯ TIS )шетера< mta reos). Possibly 
the writer had in mind the Jewish veneration for Moses which 
found expression during the second century in a remark of rabbi 
Jose ben Chalafta upon this very phrase from Numbers (Sifre, 
$ 110): “God calls Moses ‘faithful in all His house,’ and thereby 
he ranked higher than the ministering angels themselves." The 
use of бтдотоХое as an epithet for Jesus shows “the fresh cre- 
ative genius of the writer and the unconventional nature of his 
style” (Bruce). Over half a century later, Justin (in 4297. 11?) 
called Jesus Christ ro? varpós таутоу kai дєттотоъ 0є00 vids Kat 
атоотоХов wv, and in Apol. 19? described him as ayyeAos xai 
атоотоХов" avTos yap атауудӘАв дса бей yvocÜTpvat, kai àros- 
TéAA erat, pnvicwv боа ayyéAXerat (the connexion of thought here 
possibly explains the alteration of биуузтодо: into атаууеАФ in 
He 212). Naturally Jesus was rarely called ayyeAos; but it was 
all the easier for our author to call Jesus атостоло;, as he avoids 
the term in its ecclesiastical sense (cp. 22). For him it carries 
the usual associations of authority ; атостоћоѕ 15 Ionic for zpeo- 
Bevrýs, not a mere envoy, but an ambassador or representative 
sent with powers, authorized to speak in the name of the person 
who has dispatched him. Неге the allusion is to 23, where the 
parallel is with the Sinaitic legislation, just as the allusion to 
Jesus as дрҳ:єрє0ѕ recalls the ó аулабоу of 211: 7, Оп the other 
hand, it is not so clear that any explicit antithesis to Moses is 
implied in ápxtepéa, for, although Philo had invested Moses with 


1 Had it not been for these other references it might have been possible to 
take т. 0. 7. here as=‘‘ whom we confess." Тһе contents of the óuoXoyía 
are suggested in the beliefs of 61%, which form the fixed principles and stand. 
ards of the community, the Truth (1079) to which assent was given at baptisra, 
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highpriestly honour (raem. et poen. 9, rvyxávev . . . ápxtepoovvys, 
de vita Mosis, 1. 1, éyévero yap троуойа Өєоў . . . ápxtepevs), this 
Is never prominent, and it is never worked out in “ Hebrews.” 

The reason why they are to look at Jesus is (v.?) his faithful- 
ness TH moujgavrt айтбу, Where тому means “to appoint” to an 
office (as т S 129 кіріое ó zoujcas Tov Мшзофу kai тӛу '"Aapáv, 
Mk 3!* «ai етойусеу бфбека). This faithfulness puts him above 
Moses for two reasons. First (vv.?^5), because he is the founder 
of the House or Household of God, whereas Moses is part of the 
House. Тһе text the writer has in mind is Nu 127 (oix otrws 
6 бератоу pov Мотуо)" èv 6Aw тӘ oiky pov тістбс èst), and the 
argument of v.3, where oikos, like our * house," includes the sense 
of household or family,! turns on the assumption that Moses be- 
longed to the ойков in which he served so faithfully. How Jesus 
“founded” God's household, we are not told. But there was an 
oikos Geot before Moses, as is noted later in 117 25, а line of 
mpeoPutepot who lived by faith; and their existence is naturally 
referred to the eternal Son. Тһе founding of the Household is 
part and parcel of the creation of the rà парта (12 3). Kara- 
exevácew includes, of course (see 9? 6), the arrangement of the ofkos 
(cp. Epict. 1. 6. 7-10, where катоскеуабо is similarly used in the 
argument from design). Тһе author then adds an edifying aside, 
in v.4, to explain how the oixos was God's (v.? афто), though 
Jesus had specially founded it. It would ease the connexion of 
thought if 0ебе meant (as in 182) “divine” as applied to Christ 
(50, e.g., Cramer, M. Stuart), or if otros could be read for 6«ós, 
as Blass actually proposes. But this is to rewrite the passage. 
Nor can we take avrob in v.9* as “ Christ's" ; there аге not two 
Households, and mâs (v.t) does not mean “each” (so, eg., 
Reuss). Адто? in vv.^5 and 9* must mean ‘God’s.” Не as 
creator is ultimately responsible for the House which, under him, 
Jesus founded and supervises. 

This was a commonplace of ancient thought. Justin, ¢.g., observes: 
Меуаубро TQ коцшакф Kal rots rara фђсас: таёта $pá(ouev* ueltova yàp тду 
Onucoupyov той вкеуа(омеуоу ётєфурато (Apol. 1%). It had been remarked by 
Philo (Ve Plant. 16): ösp yap б кттсбџєуоѕ TÒ ктђџа тоў ктђшатоѕ дшвігшу 
Kal TÒ memonkòs той "yeyovóros, тосойтф Вас:М№котєро: dxeivor, and іп Legum 
A егоғ. ii. 32 he argues that just as no one would ever suppose that a furnished 
mansion had been completed ávev réxvns kal Snusovpyov, so anyone entering 
and studying the universe wozep els peylorny olklav 4 TÓNv would naturally 
conclude that 7» xai ori 0 то0бе той mavròs бтшоурүде б Өєбѕ. 

The usual way of combining the thought of v.* with the context is indicated 
by Lactantius in proving the unity of the Father and the Son (diuin. instit. iv. 
29): ‘* When anyone has a son of whom he is specially fond (quem unice 
diligat), a son who is still in the house and under his father's authority (in 
manu patris)—he may grant him the name and power of lord (nomen 





1 Our author avoids (see on 212) ёкк\усіа, unlike the author of Ті 315 who 
writes еу olkq 0eo0, тїз éa riv éxxAnola той дєоў. 
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domini potestatemque), yet by civil law (civili iure) the house is one, and one 
is called lord. So this world is one house of God, and the Son and the 
Father, who in harmony (unanimos) dwell in the world, are one God." 


The second (°°) proof of the superiority of Jesus to Moses 
is now introduced by xai. It rests on the term Фербтеу used of 
Moses in the context (as well as in Nu 1111 127-8 etc. ; of Moses 
and Aaron in Wis 1016 1821); бератоу is not the same as боЛо, 
but for our author it is less than 105, and he contrasts Moses as 
the Geparwy èv rà ойко with Jesus as the Son еті тоу otkov, еті 
used as in ro?! (iepéa меуау еті tov ойкоу то? cot) and Mt 2521-23 
(елі Ауа Hs morós). Moses 15 “ egregius domesticus fidei tuae ” 
(Aug. Conf. xii. 23). Тһе difficult phrase eis tò paptupioy тфу 
adn Oycouevwy means, like 99, that the position of Moses was one 
which pointed beyond itself to a future and higher revelation ; 
the tabernacle was а сктит то? џартъріоо (Nu 12?) in a deep 
sense. This is much more likely than the idea that the faith- 
fulness of Moses guaranteed the trustworthiness of anything he 
said, or even that Moses merely served to bear testimony of what 
God revealed from time to time (as if the writer was thinking of 
the words стора катй grópa ХаХтав abro which follow the above- 
quoted text in Numbers). 

The writer now passes into a long appeal for loyalty, which 
has three movements (3595-19 41-10 411-13), Тһе first two are con- 
nected with a homily on Ps 95711 as a divine warning against 
the peril of apostasy, the story of Israel after the exodus from 
Egypt being chosen as a solemn instance of how easy and fatal it 
is to forfeit privilege by practical unbelief. It is a variant upon 
the theme of 223, suggested by the comparison between Moses 
and Jesus, but there is no comparison between Jesus and Joshua ; 
for although the former opens up the Rest for the People of 
to-day, the stress of the exhortation falls upon the unbelief and 
disobedience of the People in the past. 


6 Now we are this house of God (оў, from the preceding атой), tf we well 
only keep confident and proud of our hope. 7 Therefore, as the holy Spirit says ; 
** Today, when (éáv, as 1n 1 Jn 2%) you hear his voice, 
® harden not (uh oxAnpivynre, aor. subj. of negative entreaty) your hearts as 
at the Provocation, 
on the day of the Temptation in the desert, 
? where (о0--бтоу as Dt 815) your fathers put me to the proof, 
V and for forty years felt what I could do.” 
Therefore “1 grew exasperated with that generation, 
7 саға, ‘ They are always astray in their heart’ ; 
they would not learn my ways ; 
11 so (ws consecutive) Z swore zz ту anger 
* they shall never (et =the emphatic negative ск in oaths) enter my Rest?” 
1? Brothers, take care in case there is a wicked, unbelieving heart in any of 
you, moving you to apostatize from the living God. 1% Rather admonish one 
another (€avrovs=addndous) аа” у, so long as thts word “ Today” zs uttered, 
that noue of you may be deceived by sin and ‘‘ hardened.” 1% For we onl; 
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participate in Christ provided that we keep firm to the very end the confidence 
with which we started, 19 this word ever sounding in our ears: 

** Today, when you hear his voice, 

harden not your hearts as at the Provocation.” 
16 Who heard and yet ** provoked” him? Was it not all who left Egypt 
under the leadership of Moses ? ™ And with whom was he exatperated for 
forty years? Was it not with those who sinned, whose ‘‘ corpses! fell in the 
desert”? 18 And to whom “аша he swear that they (sc. айто%) would never 
enter his Rest”? To whom but those who disobeyed (атє:Өђсаси, cp. Ac 19°)? 
19 Thus (xal consecutive) we see it was owing to unbelief that they could not 
enter. 

In у.б (a) оў is altered into ds by D* M 6. 424 Lat Lucifer, Ambr. Pris- 
cillian, probably owing to the erroneous idea that the definite article (supplied 
by 440. 2005) would have been necessary between ob and оїкоѕ. (b) ёйи is 
assimilated to the text of v.!* by a change to éávrep in se AC DeK LW 
syr®*! Lucifer, Chrys. etc. (von Soden). (с) After éAmidos the words мер: 
réNovs BeBalay are inserted from v.!* by a number of MSS; the shorter, 
correct text is preserved in p’ B 1739 sah eth Lucifer, Ambrose. 


У.б introduces the appeal, by a transition from 9, When 
Philo claims that wappyota is the mark of intelligent religion 
(guis rer. div. haeres, 4, rois меу оду àpaÜéo. вумфіроу 10vxa, 
rots 8 ёлісттђилуѕ ефиемеуое kai ара фіХобестдтоі дуагуукаидтатоу т 
тарруосіа kripa), he means by wappyoia the confidence which is 
not afraid to pray aloud: cp. i2. 5 (торрусѓа бё Ф.Ліа avyyevés, 
rel тро тіуа dv Tis Ù mpòs TOV ғалто0 фіЛоу тарртс:йсолто ;), where 
the prayers and remonstrances of Moses аге explained as а proof 
that he was God's friend. But here as elsewhere in the NT 
rappyata has the broader meaning of “confidence” which already 
appears in the LXX (eg. in Job 27!9 pù ёҳе тиа Ta pp»o ca 
évaytiov афто0). ‘This confidence is the outcome of the Christian 
2Аті5 (for ris “Ат(бов goes with rv тарртоќау as well as with тб 
кайхара); here as іп 416 and 101935 it denotes the believing 
man's attitude to a God whom he knows to be trustworthy. 
The idea of тӛ коҳро Ts то is exactly that of Ro s? 
(камуби«ба èr édride тз доёуз Tod Өєой), and of a saying like 
Ps 512 (каї «йфраубітошсау ёті сої таутев of Ат(Соутев еті сє), 

Ai in v./ goes most naturally with ph окАтррфутуте (v.5), the 
thought of which recurs in v.? as the central thread. Тһе 
alternative, to take it with BAémere in у.12, which turns the whole 
quotation into a parenthesis, seems to blunt the direct force of 
the admonition; it makes the parenthesis far too long, and 
empties the second біб of its meaning. AMémere 15 no more 
abrupt in v.J2 than in 12%; it introduces a sharp, sudden 
warning, without any particle like oov or бе, and requires no pre- 
vious term like 2:0. The quotation is introduced as in то! by 
“the holy Spirit" as the Speaker, a rabbinic idea of inspiration. 
The quotation itself is from Ps 957! which in A runs as follows: 


1 «da in this sense is from Nu 147932 a passage which the writer has 
in mind. 
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озүмероу àv Tis Hwvys аўто? axovoyteE, 
pi] okAnpivyTe тас Kapdias Duav ws Фу TO mapamiwpag uo 
ката THY туру TOU терасшмой еу TH ерме” 

ov етерасауі oi татерес ®дФу, 

Фбокіиасау pe Kal ‘доу та épya pov. 
тєссєракоута éT) тросоухбиса TH yevea èkeivy,? 
каї вітоу"3 aet* тДаудутай TH карба, 
афтой бё otk Еууосау Tas ddovs pov. 
ws Фиоса еу TH Ору} pov, 
et вісеДеусоута( eis THY кататалмойу pov. 

Іп vv.? 10, though he knew (у.17) the correct connexion of the 
LXX (ср. у.17%), he alters it here for his own purpose, taking 
тессарбкоута čty with what precedes instead of with what follows, 
inserting ài (which crept into the text of R in the psalm) before 
mpogóx0.ca for emphasis, and altering ёбокірасау pe into év doxt- 
pasia. The LXX always renders the place-names “Meriba” 
and “ Massa” by generalizing moral terms, here by maparıxpas pós 
and mepacpos, the former only here in the LXX (Aquila, 1 Sam 
1553; Theodotion, Prov 171). Тһе displacement of reocepdxovta 
ёт was all the more feasible as elðov та £pya pov meant for him 
the experience of God's punishing indignation. (Теосарбко»та is 
better attested than тессеракоута (Moulton, ii. 66) for the first 
century.) There is no hint that the writer was conscious of the 
rabbinic tradition, deduced from this psalm, that the period of 
messiah would last for forty years, still less that he had any idea 
of comparing this term with the period between the crucifixion 
and 70 A.D. What he really does is to manipulate the LXX text 
in order to bring out his idea that the entire forty years in the 
desert were а “(ау of temptation,” ê during which the People 
exasperated God. Hence (in v.?) he transfers the “forty years ” 
to «ібоу rà Epya pov, in order to emphasize the truth that the 
stay of the People in the desert was one long provocation of 
God ; for «iov rà ёруа pov is not an aggravation of their offence 


1 кеа adds ие (so T), which has crept (needlessly, for meipágew тау be 
used absolutely as in 1 Co 10?) into the text of Hebrews through x° D° M vg 
pesh harkl boh arm Apollin. 

2In some texts of Hebrews (р! к A B D* M 33. 424** vg Clem. 
Apollin.) this becomes (under the influence of the literal view of forty years?) 
тайт (ёкєіуу in C D° K L P syr sah boh arm eth Eus. Cyril, Chrys.) 

3 Тһе Ionic form etra (В) has slipped into some texts of Hebrews (A D 
33. 206. 489. 1288. 1518. 1836). 

*'The LXX is stronger than the Hebrew ; it appears to translate not the 
cy of the MT, but oy (cp. Flashar іп Zezts für alt. Wiss., 1012, 84-85). 

5 ебокішаса» (pe) is read in the text of Hebrews, by assimilation, іп x° D^ 
K L vg syr arm eth Apollin. Lucifer, Ambr. Chrys. etc. Ze. EAOKI- 
MACIA was altered into EAOKIAAACA. 

6 The ката in ката Thv ўрёрау (v.8) is temporal as in 119 727, not “after the 
manner of” (** secundum," vg). 
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(“though they felt what I could do for them”), but a reminder 
that all along God let them feel how he could punish them for 
their disobedience. Finally, their long-continued obstinacy led 
him to exclude them from the land of Rest. This “ finally” 
does not mean that the divine oath of exclusion was pronounced 
at the end of the forty years in the desert, but that as the result 
of God's experience he gradually killed off (v.!") all those who 
had left Egypt. This retribution was forced upon him by the 
conviction афтоі бё ойк Еууосау Tas ôôovs pov (2.6. would not learn 
my laws for life, cared not to take my road). 


The rabbinic interpretation of Ps 95 as messianic appears in the legend 
(Т.В. SanAedrim, 98a) of R. Joshua ben Levi and Elijah. When the rabbi 
was sent by Elijah to messiah at the gates of Rome, he asked, “ Lord, when 
comest thou?” Не answered, “ To-day.” Joshua returned to Elijah, who 
inquired of him: ‘‘ What said He to thee?” Joshua: “ Peace be with thee, 
son of Levi." Elijah: “ Thereby He has assured to thee and thy father a 
prospect of attaining the world to come.” Joshua: ** But He has deceived me, 
by telling me He would come to-day.” Elijah: “ Not so, what He meant 
was, To-day, if you will hear His voice.” The severe view of the fate of the 
wilderness-generation also appears in Sav, 1106, where it is proved that the 
generation of the wilderness have no part in the world to come, from Nu 
1435 and also from Ps 05 (as Z swore in my anger that they should not enter 
into my Rest). This was rabbi Akiba's stern reading of the text. But 
rabbinic opinion, as reflected іп the Mishna (cp. W. Bacher, Agada der 
Tannaiten^, i. 135f.), varied on the question of the fate assigned to the 
generation of Israelites during the forty years of wandering in the desert. 
While some authorities took Ps 95" strictly, as if the “тесі” meant the rest 
after death, and these Israelites were by the divine oath excluded from the 
world to come, others endeavoured to minimize the text ; God's oath only 
referred to the incredulous spies, they argued, or it was uttered in the haste 
of anger and recalled. In defence of the latter milder view Ps 505 was 
quoted, and Isa 39% Our author takes the sterner view, reproduced later 
by Dante (Purgatorio, xviii. 133-135), for example, who makes the Israelites 
an example of sloth; '*the folk for whom the sea opened were dead еге 
Jordan saw the heirs of promise." Пе never speaks of men ‘‘ tempting God,” 
apart from this quotation, and indeed, except in 1117, God's терасибѕ or 
probation of men is confined to the human life of Jesus. 


For 86 in у19 Clem. Alex. (Protrept. 9) reads б ё. 
Mpoowx Oiler is а LXX term for the indignant loathing excited 
by some defiance of God's will, here by a discontented, critical 
attitude towards him. In v.!! kardmauois is used of Canaan as 
the promised land of settled peace, as only in Dt 12? (ой yàp 
jkaTe . . . eis THY karázavaw) and 1 К 859 (ebAoygrós Kúpios 
onmepov, Os ёдокєу karázavaw TH Лаф афто0). The mystical sense 
is developed in 4?f. 

The application (vv.!2") opens with BAémere (for the classical 
ópüre) pì . . . ботай (as in Col 23 (BAérere и)... erat), the 
reason for the future being probably “ because the verb «ipt has 
no aorist, which is the tense required,” Field, Notes ол Transla- 
tion of N.T., p. 38) èv тол ӛрӘу--Іһе same concern for individuals 
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as in 4l! 10% 12!5—xapSia dmortias (genitive of quality—a 
Semitism here). ”Атчот(а must mean more than “incredulity ” ; 
the assonance with dzoorjvac was all the more apt as dmotta 
denoted the unbelief which issues in action, еу rà ároorfjvo.—the 
idea as in Ezk 209 каї dréotycav am épod, кай оюк 0єАсау 
вісакофсал pov, though the preposition azo was not needed, as may 
be seen, e.g., in Wis 310 (of . . . тоб Kuptov атостаутєѕ). Ош 
author is fond of this construction, the infinitive with a preposition. 
“Тһе living God" suggests what they lose by their apostasy, 
and what they bring upon themselves by way of retribution 
(1037), especially the latter (cp. 41?). There is no real distinction 
between Geod £ovros and то? 0cov £àvros, for the article could be 
dropped, as in the case of 0ед< татур and xvptos 'Iucovs, once the 
expression became stamped and current. 

In у.18 таракаХе(те . . . каб ёкботти ўра (cp. Test. Levi 98 
Зу каб” ёкбстти ўрќрау avveritov ме) emphasizes the keen, constant 
care of the community for its members, which is one feature of 
the epistle. In &yp«s об (elsewhere in NT with aorist or future), 
which is not а common phrase among Attic historians and 
orators, дүр is а Hellenistic form of xpt (p!* M) used sometimes 
when a vowel followed. XZnpepov is “ God's instant men call 
years” (Browning), and the paronomasia in kaAetrac! . . . mapa- 
коћєтє led the writer to prefer xaAeira« to a term like күруссетал, 
The period (see 47) is that during which God's call and oppor- 
tunity still hold out, and the same idea is expressed in év rà 
Хеүввбаы Ейрероу ктА. (у.15)) è$ ópàv is sufficiently emphatic as it 
stands, without being shifted forward before те (B D К L d e etc. 
harkl Theodt. Dam.) in order to contrast dpets with oi marépes 
ópàv (v.°). As for ў dpapria, it is the sin of apostasy (12*), which 
like all sin deceives men (Ro 71), in this case by persuading them 
that they will be better off if they allow themselves to abandon the 
exacting demands of God. The responsibility of their position is 
expressed in tva pij exAqpuv8fj, a passive with a middle meaning ; 
men can harden themselves or let lower considerations harden 
them against the call of God. Ав Clement of Alexandria 
(Protrept. ix.) explains: ӧратє rjv dwetAnv’ ópüre тү)» тротротту" 
ӧратє т? тұту. ті 61) ойу Єтє THY ҳари ets бруту ueraAAáaaopev ...; 
peyáAg yàp THs émayyeAlas ато? 7) Xápis, “ éàv onpepov THs povis 
abro) dxovcapev " * то дё onpepoy THS форт atrod avferat тту NMEpay, 
ёст àv 7) onpepov 6vopalyrat. 

In v.14 péroxot тоб Xptotod (which is not an equivalent for the 
Pauline еу Христо, but rather means to have a personal interest 
in him) answers to pétoxot kAjoews érovpaviou in v.! and to 
метбхоив тувбратов áytov іп 6%; yeyovapey betrays the predilection 
of the writer for yéyova rather than its equivalent eiva — 'Eávmep 

1 The common confusion between at and e led to the variant каХе?те (A С). 
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an intensive particle (for ғау, у.) thy ёруїу tis бтостӣсєоѕ 
(genitive of apposition)—z.e. “ош initial confidence” (the idea 
of ro3?)—xaráexopev (echoing v.™®). The misinterpretation of 
óTocráceos as (Christ's) “substance”! led to the addition of 
avrov (А 588. 623. 1827. 1912 vg). But trdoracis here as in 
тї} denotes a firm, confident conviction or resolute hope (in 
LXX, eg. Ru 112 éerw pot vwóoracis TOU әеутбйуог pe avdpi, 
rendering түрл, which is translated by “тіс in Pr 117), with the 
associations of steadfast patience under trying таш шз; 
This psychological meaning Was already current (cp. 2 Co 0! 
m . католсҳхидФрєу ueis еу TH vrooráoe TavTy), alongside 
of the physical or metaphysical. What a man bases himself on, 
as he confronts the future, is his $róoracts, which here in sound 
and even (by contrast) in thought answers to атовттуоч, 

It is possible to regard v.! as a parenthesis, and connect 
еу TQ AéyeoOat (у.15) closely with тарака\еїтє or iva ph... 
dpaptias (v.13), but this is less natural ; еу то Леуеобо (“ while it 
is said," as in Ps 42* êv rà A€yeoOar) connects easily and aptly 
with katacxwpev, and vv.!+ 15 thus carry on positively the thought 
of v.}8, viz. that the writer and his readers are still within the 
sound of God's call to his оіков to be morós. 

The pointed questions which now follow (vv.1918) are а 
favourite device of the diatribe style. Tlapemikpatvew (Hesych 
zapopytGew)? in v.16 seems to have been coined by the LXX 
to express “rebellious” with a further sense of provoking or 
angering God; eg. Dt 3127 wapamixpatvovres тє та трд$ Tov Bedv 
(translating 779), and Dt 3216 гу BoeAvypacw а®тФу тарєтікрауау 
ме (translating буз). The sense of “ disobey ” recurs occasionally 
in the LXX psalter (e.g. 10478, 10611) ; indeed the term involves 
a disobedience which stirs up the divine anger against rebels, 
the flagrant disobedience (cp. mapafjatvev for mn in Dt 14, 
Nu 2714 which rouses exasperation in God. “АХУ, one rhetorical 
question being answered by another (as Lk 17%), logically 
presupposes rivés, but rives must be read in the previous question. 
By writing mávres the writer does not stop to allow for the faith- 
ful minority, as Paul does(1 Со 10178 rives вйтду). In the grave 
conclusion (v.!9) $ dmoriay (from v.!?) is thrown to the end for 
the sake of emphasis. 

But, the author continues (4!f), the promised rest is still 
available; it is open to faith, though only to faith (59) Мо 
matter how certainly all has been done upon God's part (3^5), 
and no matter how sure some human beings are to share his 


1 Another early error was to regard it as ** our substance,” so that 7 ápx) 
Tis “тостасеов meant faith as “(ће beginning of our true nature” (a view 
already current in Chrysostom). 

2 In Dt 3216 it is paraiiel to 7apo£órvew ; cp. Flashar's discussion іп Дей- 
schrift für alt, Wiss., 1912, 185f. It does not always require an object (God). 
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Rest (v.9), it does not follow that we shall, unless we take warning 
by this failure of our fathers in the past and have faith in God. 
Such is the urgent general idea of this paragraph. But the 
argument is compressed ; the writer complicates it by defining 
the divine Rest as the sabbath-rest of eternity, and also by 
introducing an allusion to Joshua. That is, he (a) explains 
God's karazavots in Ps 95 by the cap Batic Los of Gn 22 and 
then (7) draws an inference from the fact that the psalm-promise 
is long subsequent to the announcement of the са) aru рос. 
He assumes that there is only one Rest mentioned, the кататауоче 
into which God entered when he finished the work of creation, 
to which of zarépes bpóàv were called under Moses, and to which 
Christians are now called. Тһеу must never lose faith in it, 
whatever be appearances to the contrary. 

1 [Vell then, as the promise of entrance into his Rest ts still left to us, let 
us be afraid of anyone being judged to have missed it. * For (kai yap=etenim) 
we have had the good news as well as they (éxetvor= 3° 19) ; only, the message 
they heard was of no use to them, because it did not meet with faith zn the 
hearers. 3 For we do ** enter the Rest” by our faith: according to his word, 

“ As / swore in my anger, 
they shall never enter ту Rest” — 
although '* his works” were all over by the foundation of the world. $ For he 
says somewhere about the seventh (sc. npépas) day: “Ала God rested from all 
his works om the seventh day.” *And again in this (Еу тойт, sc. TÓTQ) 
passage, ‘‘they shall never enter my Rest.” 8 Since then it is reserved 
(4тоХеітетай, a variant for катаХДет. у.1) for some ‘‘to enter it," and since 
those who formerly got the good news failed to ‘‘ enter” owing to their disobedi- 
ence,’ The again fixes a day ; “Фолау”--аз he says in < David” after so long 
an interval, and as has been already quoted: 
“ Today, when you hear his voice, 
harden not your hearts.” 
8 Thus if Joshua had given them Rest, God would not speak later about another 
day. There is a sabbath- Кезі, then, reserved (атоХеітетой, as іп 6) still for 
the People of God (for once “а man enters hts (адто0, i.e. God's) rest,” he 
‘vests from work” just as God did). 

Жтаүү«Х% (у.1) is not common in the LXX, though it mis- 

translates MD in Ps 565, and is occasionally the term for a 


human promise. Inthe Prayer of Manasseh (б) it is the divine 
promise (то Ф“Аеое THs émayyeA(as сох), and recurs іп the plural, 
of the divine promises, in Zest. Jos. 201 (0 Geos momoe ттуу 
exdiknow tov kai erage. tas eis Tas Фтауу«А(ав TOv татершу 
Әмәу) and Ps. Sol 12% (бого ктріоо кАтрогорфосачву ётауує№аѕ 
xvptov—the first occurrence of this phrase xA. êr., cp. below on 
612) КатаХегтонеуте émayyeAtas (+775 D* 255, from 615-17 119) 
is a genitive absolute. “ЕтаүүеЛ(о5 eioeOety (like бриз)... vpisa 
in Ac 145) ктА.: the basis of the appeal is (a) that the divine 
promise of Rest has been neither fulfilled nor withdrawn (still rò 
“озмероу” каХеіта); апа (4) that the punishment which befalls 

1” Атеібегоу, altered into дтістіау by к* vg sah boh arm Cyr. 
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others is a warning to ourselves (cp. Philo, ad Gaium, 1: ai yàp 
ётєрө тера ВеАтодо: Tovs oÀXovUs, фоВо ToU pH таратАуоча 
TaÜev) Ву a well-known literary device py wore, like мә) in 
1215, takes a present (доку), instead of the more usual aorist, 
subjunctive. Док) means “шірей” or “adjudged,” as in 
Josephus, Anz. viii. 32, «àv àAAórpiov бок). This is common in 
the LXX, e.g. in Pr 17?3 éveóv бе tes éavróv той)сас 00£e. фрдуциов 
elvai (where доёє 15 paralleled by AoycoOo erat), 27!* (катародеуоу 
ойбеу біаферем 604в); indeed it is an ordinary Attic use which 
goes back to Plato (e.g. Phaedo, 113 D, of the souls in the under- 
world, ot меу àv ddgwor péows ВеВюкеуаһй) and Demosthenes 
(629. 17, oi dedoypevor ауброфдуог-- the convicted murderers). 
The searching scrutiny which passes this verdict upon lack of 
faith is the work of the divine Logos (in у.12), 

In v.? ednyyeAtopévor is remarkable. Ош author, who never 
uses evayyéMov (preferring ётаууєАа here as an equivalent), 
employs the passive of evayyeAiew (as in у.б) in the broad sense 
of “having good news brought to one.” "The passive occurs in 
LXX of 2 S 18?! (едауудисбфто ó кїрїб$ pov 6 BactArevs) and іп 
Mt 115 (roxoi evayyeAtCovrar). Тһе ка/ after kaÜámep emphasizes 
as usual the idea of correspondence. The reason for the failure 
of the past generation was that they merely heard what God 
said, and did not believe him; ó Adyos ris áxotfjs (айко, passive 
= “ sermo auditus," vg), which is another (see 3!?) instance of the 
Semitic genitive of quality, is defined as pý (causal particle as 
іп 1127 pH PoBnbeis) озүкек(е)ро(о)реуов тў тісте: rots ӛкойсаочу, 
since it did not get blended with faith in (the case of) those who 
heard it. Or rjj тісте: may be an instrumental dative: “since it 
did not enter vitally into the hearers by means of the faith which 
it normally awakens in men." "The fault lies, as in the parable 
of the Sower, not with the message but with the hearers. Тһе 
phrase Aóyos . . . отукекрасиеуос may be illustrated from Men- 
ander (Stob. Serm. 42, p. 302), тту Tov Aóyov меу duvayw ойк 
етіфбоуоу 7де. dé хртотд ovyKexpapevyy éxew, and Plutarch, zon 
posse suautter vivi secundum Epicurum, 1101, BéXriov yàp ёритар- 
xew ті kai суукєкрасдаг TH тері Oev добу кобу aidovs kai PoBov 
табо krÀ. Тһе use of Aóyos with such verbs is illustrated by 
Plutarch, Vit. Cleom. 2 (б бё Zrwikós Абуов... Baber бё xai 
траф керауудмеуов Oe раћмота eis TO oiketov ауаббу érdidworr). 
Kpácts occurs in Philo's definition of ф:М№а (Quaest. in Gen. 218) 
as consisting [oix] ёи тФ ypewder pGAXov 3) kpácet kal cupdovia 
ВеВосо ràv доу, and ocvyxexpacGa in his description of the 
union of spirit and blood in the human body (Quaest. tn 
Gen. 9% mvedpa . . . енфереобал kai avykekpaaÜat atat). 


1 An almost contemporary instance (evayyeNlf{ovre та THs velkgs айтой Kal 
rpokor js) of the active verb is cited by Mitteis-Wilcken, i. 2. 29. 
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The original reading ovyxex(e)pa(o)uévos (к 114 vt pesh Lucif.) was soon 
assimilated (after éxeivovs) into the accusative -ovs (p'? ABC DKLM P vg 
boh syrbk! etc. Chrys. Theod.-Mops. Aug.), and this led to the alteration of 
rois adxovoacw into тфу áxovcávrov (D* 104. 1611. 2005 d syrhk! me Lucif.), 
or Tots ákovaOetaw (1912 vg Theod.-Mops.), or rois axovovow (1891). The 
absence of any allusion elsewhere to the faithful minority (Caleb, Joshua) 
tells decisively against ovyxexpacpévous (‘‘since they did not mix with the 
believing hearers ”); for the writer (see above) never takes them into account, 
and, to make any sense, this reading implies them. How could the majority 
be blamed for not associating with believing hearers when ex Aypothesi there 
were none such ? 


The writer now (vv.3-!°) lays emphasis upon the reality of 
the Rest. **We have had this good news too as well as they,” 
for (ydp) we believers do enter into God's Rest; it is prepared 
and open, it has been ready ever since the world began—épa 
ámoAetmerat сарратіюрбе TH №аф той eo. Ейсерхбреба 15 the 
emphatic word in v.3 : “ we do (we are sure to) enter,” the futuristic 
present (*ingrediemur," vg). When God excluded that unbe- 
lieving generation from his Rest, he was already himself in his 
Rest. Тһе xatdmavots was already in existence; the reason 
why these men did not gain entrance was their own unbelief, not 
any failure on God's part to have the Rest ready. Long ago it 
had been brought into being (this is the force of katror in v.3), 
for what prevents it from being realized is not that any épya of 
God require still to be done. Кататауоч is the sequel to ёруа. 
The creative ёруа leading up to this xarazavots have been com- 
pleted centuries ago; God enjoys his xarázavo:s, and if his 
People do not, the fault lies with themselves, with man's disbelief. 


Here, as in Ro 37%, there is a choice of reading between otv (кА СМ 
1008 boh) and yáp (р? B DK LP Y 6. 33 lat syr>*! eth Chrys. Lucif. 
etc.) ; the colourless бё (syrPes^ arm) may be neglected. Тһе context is de- 
cisive in favour of yáp. Probably the misinterpretation which produced otv 
led to the change of eloepxduefa into eloepxóp.e0a! (А C 33. 60%: future in 
vg sah boh Lucif.) Тһе insertion of тту (the first) may be due to the same 
interpretation, but not necessarily; p? B D* om., but B omits the article 
sometimes without cause (e.g. 715). The omission of ei (p D* 2. 330. 440. 
623. 642. 1288. 1319. 1912) was due to the following ei in е(сеХейсортов. 


Като. (with gen. absol, as ОР. 898290) is equivalent here to 
xatrovye for which it is a 2.7. in Ac 177? (A E, with рќс.). “Kairo, 
ut antiquiores катер, passim cum participio iungunt scriptores 
aetatis hellenisticae " (Herwerden, Appendix Lexici Graeci, 249). 
KataBody is not a LXX term, but appears in 22. Aristeas, 129 
and 2 Mac 2% (rs оАл<$ ката ВоА)ѕ =the entire edifice); in the 
NT always, except He r1!!, in the phrase ато or трб xataBorjs 
KOO pov. 

The writer then (v.t) quotes Gn 2%, inserting ó eds еу (exactly 
as Philo had done, de poster. Caini, 18), as a proof that the kard- 

1 A similar error of A С in 67, 
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тола had originated immediately after the six days of creation. 
In «ірке mou the mou is another literary mannerism (as in Philo); 
instead of quoting definitely he makes a vague allusion (cp. 29). 
The psalm-threat is then (v.5) combined with it, and (v.5) the 
deduction drawn, that the threat (v.7) implies a promise (though 
not as if v.l meant, “lest anyone imagine һе has come too late 
for it"—Aan interpretation as old as Schóttgen, and still advo- 
cated, e.g., by Dods). 


The title of the 92nd psalm, '*for the sabbath-day," was discussed 
about the middle of the 2nd century by R. Jehuda and Б. Nehemia; the 
former interpreted it to mean the great Day of the world to come, which 
was to be one perfect sabbath, but R. Nehemia's rabbinical tradition pre- 
ferred to make it the seventh day of creation on which God rested (see W. 
Bacher's Agada der Таппайет?, i. pp. 328-329). Тһе author of the Epistle 
of Barnabas (15) sees the fulfilment of Gn 2? in the millennium: ‘‘he rested 
on the seventh дау” means that '* when his Son arrives he will destroy the 
time of the lawless one, and condemn the impious, and alter sun and moon 
and stars ; then he will really rest on the seventh day," and Christians cannot 
enjoy their rest till then. Our author's line is different—different even from 
the Jewish interpretation in the Vita Adae et Evae (li. 1), which makes the 
seventh day symbolize ‘‘the resurrection and the rest of the age to come; on 
the seventh day the Lord rested from all his works." 


In v.7 peta тособтоу xpóvov, like perà табта (v.8), denotes the 
interval of centuries between the desert and the psalm of David, 
бог êv AavetS8 means “іп the psalter” (like еу 'HAía, Ro 112); the 
95th psalm is headed aivos «07s то Дауд in the Greek bible, 
but the writer throughout (375) treats it as a direct, divine word. 
Mpoetpyrat (the author alluding to his previous quotation) is the 
original text (р A C D* P 6. 33. 1611. 1908. 2004. 2006 lat 
syr Chrys. Cyr. исі); тровірукеу (В 256. 263. 436. 442. 999. 
1739. 1837 arm sah boh Orig.) suggests that God or David 
spoke these words before the oath (v.’ comes before v.!!!), while 
epyra. (0° К L eth etc. Theophyl) is simply a formula of 
quotation. From the combination of Ps 95? 8 with Ps 95!! and 
Gn 2? (vv.*7) the practical inference is now drawn (v.8-). Like 
Sirach (46! ? кратах еу rodeos “Inoots Navy. . . 0s éyévero 
KATA TO буора avTOU péyas еті сотр exAeKTaY avrov), Philo (de 
mutatione nominum, 21, “Inoots бе [éppyveverac] cwrypia күріоу, 
efews буона Tis apiotns) had commented on the religious signifi- 
cance of the name Joshua; but our author ignores this, and 
even uses the name ‘Ingots freely, since усо is never applied 
by him to Christ before the incarnation (Aquila naturally avoids 
"Ingots and prefers Тосоъа). Тһе author of Ep. Barnabas plays 
on the fact that “Joshua” and “Jesus” are the same names: 
Әдтісате еті тобу еу соркі рєХЛоута фауєро?с даі tyiv "тооду (69), 
;.e. not on the “ Jesus" who led Israel into the land of rest, but 
on the true, divine *Joshua." Such, he declares, is the inner 
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meaning of Is 2816 (és Алісе ел” avróv hoera eis tov aidva). 
But the author of IIpós ‘EBpatous takes his own line, starting from 
the transitive use of katamavew (Jos 113 xípios 6 бейе tar katé- 
толсеу tpas kai €Ookev tulv THY йу таттуу, etc.); not that he 
reads subtle meanings into the transitive and intransitive usages 
of karazavew, like Philo. Nor does he philosophize upon the 
relevance of xardravois to God. Philo, in De Cherubim (26), 
explains why Moses calls the sabbath (éppyveverar © àvdzavaus) 
the “sabbath of God” in Ex 2019 etc.; the only thing which 
really rests is God—“ rest (&v&zavAavy) meaning not inactivity 
in good (атра оу каЛФу)-бог the cause of all things which is 
active by nature never ceases doing what is best, but—an energy 
devoid of laboriousness, devoid of suffering, and moving with 
absolute ease.” The movement and changes of creation point 
to labour, but “what is free from weakness, even though it 
moves all things, will never cease to rest: wore oiketoróraTov 
иду Ged тӛ dvarraverGar.” So in De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 8, 
Tov TogoUrov KOcpov dvev movwy mada меу віруабето, vuvi 0ё каї 
вісаві cvvéxwv ойбетоте Алуа (ср. He 1? ферву те và таута |, беф 
yàp тб àkáparov adppodudtatov. АП such speculations are remote 
from our author. Не simply assumes (a) that God's promise of 
котбталоаче is spiritual; it was not fulfilled, it was never meant 
to be fulfilled, in the peaceful settlement of the Hebrew clans 
in Canaan; (0) as а corollary of this, he assumes that it is 
eschatological. 

In v.’ apo, as in 128, Lk 11%, Ac 11!8, КОО, is thrown to 
the beginning by an unclassical turn (“ müsste dem gebildeten 
Hellenen hochgradig anstössig erscheinen,” Radermacher, 20). 
ха Вотісрбе, apparently! а word coined by the writer, is a Sem- 
itic-Greek compound. The use of caBBatiopos for катбтоиотѕ is 
then (v.19) justified in language to which the closest parallel is 
Apoc 1413. “Rest” throughout all this passage—and the writer 
never refers to it again—is the blissful existence of God's faithful 
in the next world. As a contemporary apocalyptist put it, in 
4 Es 852: “for you paradise is opened, the tree of life planted, 
the future age prepared, abundance made ready, a City built, a 
Rest appointed" (xarécra6y?). In dnd тӛу 1бішу, as in 8:0. тоб 
(800 atja.ros (1312), (9:05 is slightly emphatic owing to the context; 
it is not quite equivalent to the possessive pronoun. 


When Maximus of Tyre speaks of life as a long, arduous path to the goal 
of bliss and perfection, he describes in semi-mystical language how tired 
souls, longing for the land to which this straight and narrow and little- 
frequented way leads, at length reach it and ‘‘rest from their labour" 
(Dissert. xxiii. ). 





1 The only classical instance is uncertain; Bernadakis suspects it in the 
text of Plutarch, de se«perstzt. 166 А. 
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The lesson thus drawn from the reading of the OT passages 
is pressed home (уу.119) with a skilful blend of encouragement 
and warning. 

1 Det us be eager then to ** enter that Rest," in case anyone falls into the 
same sort of disobedience. 1 For the Logos of God is a living thing, active 
and more cutting than any sword with double edge, penetrating to the very 
division of soul and spirit, joints and marrow— scrutinizing the very thoughts 
and conceptions of the heart. ? And no created thing is hidden from him ; 
all things lie open and exposed before the eyes of him with whom we have to 
reckon (0 №ӧуоѕ). 

Іп v.!! the position of tus, as, e.g., іп Lk 1818, is due to “the 
tendency which is to be noted early in Greek as well as in cognate 
languages, to bring unemphasized (enclitic) pronouns as near to 
the beginning of the sentence as possible » (Blass, 3 ao): 
For wire еу, cp. Epict. iii. 22. 48, wore ©дФу elóév дє те... 
гу еккДісег зтєригіттоута. This Hellenistic equivalent for mimre 
eis goes back to earlier usage, e.g. Eurip. Herc. 1091, 1002, 
еу кАйбшуі каї фреубу тарбураті пёттока dew. In Hellenistic 
Greek %тббегуна came to have the sense of rapdderypa, and is 
used here loosely for “ kind” or “sort”; take care of falling into 
disobedience like that of which these TEE tuav yield such а 
tragic example. Тһе writer, with his fondness for periphrases of 
this kind, writes еу Tô адтб únoðeiyparı THs ёте дє(ас, where еу т) 
алт) атвбео would have served. In passing away from the text 
about Rest, he drops this last warning reference to the classical 
example of &zeiÜ«u. in the far past of the People. 

The connexion of thought in уу.11 is suggested by what has 
been already hinted in v.!, where the writer pled for anxiety, uy 
more бок) Tis e& tov joTepgkéva, Не repeats iva м)... т 

. тесу, and enlarges upon what lies behind the term док7. 
Then, after the passage on the relentless scrutiny of the divine 
Logos, he effects a transition to the direct thought of God (v.}), 
with which the paragraph closes. >тоуибавореу--уге have to put 
heart and soul into our religion, for we are in touch with a God 
whom nothing escapes; %8у үйр ктА. (v.12). The term av echoes 
Geos Cav in 312 (men do not disobey God with impunity), just as 
кардіаѕ echoes карба wovypa amuortias. God is swift to mark any 
departure from his will in human thought—the thought that 
issues in action. 

The personifying of the divine Aóyos, in a passage which 
described God in action, had already been attempted. In Wis 
1815, for example, the plagues of Egypt are described as the effect 
of God's Абуов coming into play: ó savroóvvauós cov Абуоѕ ám 
oipavav . . . ios 060 THY дуутдкрітоу ётитаууи соо фёршу. In 
Wis 19, again, the фФ/Ааубротоу mvevpa софа, which cannot 
tolerate blasphemy, | reacts against it: ore TOv veppav avTov (the 
blasphemer) p.a prs Ó 0cós, Kal THS Kapolas айтор ÊTLTKOTOS алб, 
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so that no muttering of rebellion is unmarked. Here the writer 
poetically personifies the revelation of God for a moment. ʻO 
Абуов тоо 0cov is God speaking, and speaking in words which 
are charged with doom and promise (377). Тһе revelation, how- 
ever, is broader than the scripture ; it includes the revelation of 
God's purpose іп Jesus (1!-). Тһе free application of ó Aóyos 
(тоў eod) in primitive Christianity is seen in 1 P 12°, Ја 115, 
quite apart from the specific application of the term to the 
person of Christ (Jn 1135). Here it denotes the Christian gospel 
declared authoritatively by men like the writer, an inspired 
message which carries on the ОТ revelation of God's promises 
and threats, and which is vitally effective. No dead letter, this 
Абуов! The rhetorical outburst in vv.!** is а preacher's equiva- 
lent for the common idea that the sense of God's all-seeing 
scrutiny should deter men from evil-doing, as, e.g., in Plautus 
(Captivi, 1. 2. 63, "est profecto deu, qui quae nos gerimus 
auditque et uidet"). This had been deepened by ethical writers 
like Seneca (Æp. Іхххіп. 1, “nihil deo clusum est, interest animis 
nostris et cogitationibus mediis intervenit "), Epictetus (ii. 14. 11, 
ойк ёст: Хаобеіу abróv ой póvov тоюо?ута AAN оїдё Stavoovpevoy 7) 
évÜvjsoUp.evov), and the author of the Zpzstle of Aristeas (132- -133 : 
Moses teaches o ort póvos ó Geos ёст: . . . kai otOcv айтду Хаубауві 
TOV ётї yns ywop.évoy Ўт дубрфутау крофіоѕ ... Kav ёруот0? т 
как(ау етітеХЛеШ, ойк йу Хабо, и?) OTL kai траба, and 210: the 
characteristic note of piety is rò баХаш/|Зауеш Ort rrávra. биатаутб< 6 
беб< ёуєрує kal ywwokel, каї о0беу ау Хабо‹ абикоу топса 3) kakóv 
épyacdpevos 4убротов), as well as by apocalyptists like the author 
of Baruch (83%: He will assuredly examine the secret thoughts 
and that which is laid up in the secret chambers of all the 
members of man). But our author has one particular affinity. 
Take Philo’s interpretation of біЛеу atta uéca in Gn 1519. 
Scripture means, he explains (guis rer. div. haeres, 26) that it 
was God who divided them, то Tropie? TO оумтаутшу éavrov Ady, 
де els түу бёутатуу дкоуубеі ақилу Siatpav ovüérore Аує. TA yàp 
algÜgrü парта етебау P-EXpL TOV üTÓJ4oV Kat Хеуомеушу åpepüv 
0:660), таму aro rovrov rà Adyw (Әеорцта eis dj vÜwxrovs Kat 
йтєргүрафоу$ poipas dpxerat Otaupety OUTOS 6 торе!5. Не returns 
(in 48) to this analytic function of the Logos in God and тап, 
and in De mutatione nominum (18) speaks of Йкоуумеуоу каї 66уу 
Aóyov, џастєує каї dvalyretv Exacta ікауду, Still, the Logos is 
rouevs as the principle of differentiation in the universe, rather 
than as an ethical force ; and when Philo connects the latter with 
ó Абуов, as he does in quod deter. pot. 29, Cherub. o, etc., 6 Абуов 
is the human faculty of reason. Obviously, our author is using 
Philonic language rather than Philonic ideas. 

“Еуерүйе (for which B, by another blunder, has évapyys = 
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evidens) is not a LXX term, but denotes in Greek vital activity 
(ср. Schol. on Soph. Oed. Tyr. 45, £ocas ávri ёуєруєстёраҳ). 
Neither is тоџотєроѕ a LXX term; the comparison of ó Абуов to 
а sword arose through the resemblance between the tongue and 
a “dagger,” though нахара had by this time come to mean a 
sword of any size, whether long (бодфаа) or short! The com- 
parative is followed (cp. Lk 168) by їтер, as elsewhere by тара, 
and the “cutting” power of ó Aoyos extends or penetrates to the 
innermost recesses of human nature—áxpr pepiopod Yuxis каї 
пує0ратоѕ,2 арифи re kai ри«Аӛу (the conj. иеси = limbs is neat 
but superfluous, for vev was in the text known to Clem. 
Alex. guis dives, 41). D К here (as in 113?) insert те before the 
first каг, but there is no idea of distinguishing the psychical and 
the physical spheres ; ариоу . . . pveAwy is merely a metaphorical 
equivalent for Yuyys кай туе(иатов. Мерісио5 (only in LXX in 
|р тт, 2 Es 655) means here “division,” not distribution (24); 
the subtlest relations of human personality, the very border-line 
between the yvy» and the zvetya, all this is open to 6 Абуов. Тһе 
metaphorical use of veðr in this sense is as old as Euripides, 
who speaks of pù zpós axpov uveAóv yvxys (Hippolytus, 255). 
According to Philo (De Cherubim, 8. 9), the flaming sword of Gn 3% isa 
symbol either of the sun, as the swiftest of existences (circling the whole 
world in a single day), or of reason, d&uxwyréraroy yap kal Oépuov Абуов xal 
páNXcra ò Tov aíríov. Learn from the fiery sword, о my soul, he adds, 
to note the presence and power of this divine Reason, ôs ойбетоте Хәруей 
Kivovmevos a TovOr таст Tpós айресіу меу Tay калу, фуу» бе rv буартішу. 
But there is a still better parallel to the thought іп Lucian's account of the 
impression made by the address (6 Абуов) of a philosopher: ov yap e£ ёт‹то\ў$ 
od ws Етухеу nudv 0 №уоѕ кабікето, Вабе(а бё kai каіроов 7) mANYH еуеуето, 
каї џаћа ейатбушв évexOeis 0 Абуов айттуу, el olóv те eimetv, біекоүеғ Thy үлухйу 
(Nigr. 35). Only, Lucian proceeds to compare the soul of a cultured person 
to a target at which the words of the wise are aimed. Similarly, in pseudo- 
Phocylides, 124: бтХоу то: Абуо5 avdpi rouwrepov ёст: atdnpov, and Od. Sol. 


12°: for the swiftness of the Word is inexpressible, and like its expression is 
its swiftness and force, and its course knows no limit. 


The pepiopoð . . . puedGy passage is “а mere rhetorical 
accumulation of terms to describe the whole mental nature of 
тап” (A. B. Davidson); the climax is xapdia, for what underlies 
human failure is карбға тоғура amiorias (312), and the writer's 
warning all along has been against hardening the heart, Ze. 
obdurate disobedience. Hence the point of каї крітікбе кт. 
Критикб< is another of his terms which are classical, not religious ; 
it is used by Aristotle (E74. Nik. vi. то) of ў ewveois, the in- 
telligence of man being «perexy in the sense that it discerns. If 


> The description was familiar to readers of the LXX, 2.2. Рг 5% jxovnpévov 
и&\ХХхо>» paxaipas бістбиоу. 

2 The subtlety of thought led afterwards to the change of туедиатов irto 
owpuaros (2. 38. 257. 547. 1245). 
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there is any distinction between еуберлісешу (évOupyoews C* D* W 
vt Lucifer) and évvoiàv, it is between impulses and reflections, 
but contemporary usage hardly distinguished them; indeed 
érvouu could mean ‘‘ purpose” as well as "conception." Тһе two 
words are another alliterative phrase for “thought and con- 
ception,” еууоюа, unlike еуб/иуоче, being a LXX term. 

In v.l’ кої ойк écart ктісіе dpavys KTA., kríc«s means anything 
created (as in Ro 8%), and адтой is “ God's." "The negative side 
is followed by the positive, тбута $ yupvà kai tetpaxndtopera. 
The nearest verbal parallel is in En 9° тарта évomióv cov davepa кої 
акаХДутто, where the context points as here to secret sins. The 
general idea was familiar; e.g. (above, p. 55) “nihil deo clusum 
est, Interest animis nostris et cogitationibus mediis intervenit." 
Móvo yàp «бесті Gea, үәхлу idety (Philo, de Abrahamo, 21). But 
what the writer had in mind was a passage like that in de Cherub. 
5, where Philo explains Dt 2079 (та крутта күріш TO де, та бё 
фауер& yevéa ev yvópuxa) by arguing, yerurós 82 ойбеіс {кард yvopys 
афауо%< кот:дєіу evOvunpa, moves а Geos. Hence, Һе adds, the 
injunction (Nu 518) zzv yvy “ 'évavrtov Tov Geov oroa” with 
head uncov ered; w hich means, the soul rò кефаЛацоу um yvpvo- 
Getoay kai тту b 7 Kexpytat arapdiacbetaay, iv дү/есі rats йкр- 
Вестато4< ётакр:Йєіса то? адєкастоъ Oeo) ктА., the closing description 
of God being T рор yupyay xiv Du Dvvap.évo. For уура 
see also M. Aurel. 12? 6 Geos тарта та ?уероука yvuvà TOV DALKaV 

dyyetov . . . Opa. Terpoxnhuopéva must mean something similar, 
“exposed " or “bared” (“ aperta," vg; тефауеромеуа, Hesych.). 
Though трахтћ о does not occur in the LXX, the writer was familiar with 
it in Philo, where it suggests a wrestler ‘“‘ downing ” his opponent by seizing 
his throat. How this metaphorical use of throttling or tormenting could yield 
the metaphorical passive sense of ©“ exposed," is not easy to see. ‘Lhe Philonic 
sense of ''depressed" or “bent down" would yield here the meaning 
“abashed,” z.e. hanging down the head in shame (*' conscientia male factorum 
in ruborem aguntur caputque mittunt," Wettstein). But this is hardly on a 
level with yvuvá. Тһе most probable clue is to be found in the practice of 
exposing an offender's face by pushing his head back, as if the word were an 
equivalent for the Latin ''resupinata" in the sense of ‘‘ manifesta," The 
bending back of the neck produced this exposure. Thus when Vitellius was 
dragged along the Via Sacra to be murdered, it was “ reducto coma capite, 


ceu noxii solent, atque etiam mento mucrone gladii subrecto, ut visendam 
praeberet faciem" (Suet. Vet. Vitell. 17). 


In the last five words, трбе ôv ўр б Adyos, which are impressive 
by their bare simplicity, there is a slight play on the term Aóyos 
here and in v.??, although in view of the flexible use of the term, 
eg inst and 1317, it might be even doubtful if the writer intended 
more than a verbal assonance. The general sense of the phrase 
is best conveyed by “with whom we have to reckon." (a) This 
rendering, ‘‘to whom we have to account (or, to render our ac- 
count)," was adopted without question by the Greek fathers from 
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Chrysostom (aùr м«АХомеу Sodvat е00%уав тфу тепрауреушу) on- 
wards, and the papyri support the origin of the phrase as а com- 
mercial metaphor; e.g. ОР. 11885 (A.D. 13) ws mpos сё Tov тері 
TOV йе Атау Cyl niparos] гсо| pévov] (sc. Абуоу), апа Hibeh 
Papyri, 53* (246 В.С.) таро оўу асфоћѕ ws mpos сё то? Aóyov 
écouévov. (0) The alternative rendering, ** with whom we have to 
do," has equal support in Gk. usage ; e.g. in the LXX phrase Aóyos 
pot трд се (1 коно 9°) and in Jg ; 177 (шакрау ciow Zióoviov, 
каї Абуоу оюк éxovoiv mpos дубротоу). ‘The former idea is pre- 
dominant, however, as the context suggests (cp. Ignat. ad Magn. 3, 
TÒ O€ TOLODTOV оф as сарка б Абуов, GAAG троѕ Өебу Tov rà круфиа 
«ібота), and includes the latter. It is plainly the view of the 
early anti-Marcionite treatise, which has been preserved among 
the works of Ephraem Syrus (ср. Preuschen, Zeitschrift für die 
neutest. Wissenschaft, 1911, pp. 243-269), where the passage 15 
quoted from a text like this: ós каї ó IlatvAos Аєує, Gav ó Абуов 
roð Geod Kat торотєроѕ ©тёр татайу páxotpav дістороу, бікуобмеуоу 
péxpt ерис pov TVEVUATOS каї саркд5, Єр! ардФу тє Kal рое, 
kai критик есті evOupnoewy Kat Cvvotày Kapdias” каї ойк ёст 
ктісіЅ афаут?в vorov abroO, dAAG такта. емфауй еудтіоу афто9, Оті 
ууруой kai тєтраҳтћас j.évot Sony еу Trois 6POarpots айто? ёкасто$ 
nov Aóyov avrà ázoóióva., The rendering, “who is our subject, 
of whom we are speaking” (zpós = with reference to, and Жу 6 
Абуов as in 511), is impossibly flat. 

At this point the writer effects a transition to the main theme, 
which is to occupy him till 1015, 7.e. Christ as ápxtepevs. Не begins, 
however, by a practical appeal (vv.1*!6) which catches up the 
ideas Glee ес 


1445 we have a great highpriest, then, who has passed through the heavens, 
Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast to our confession ; 15 for ours zs no high 
priest who ts incapable (ил Suv. as in 9°) of sympathizing with our weaknesses, 
but опе who has been tempted tn every respect like ourselves (sc. трбе Gs), yet 
without sinning. 16 So let us approach the throne of grace with confidence 
(uerà mappyoias, 3°), that we may receive mercy and find grace to help us in 
the hour of need. 


Méyas is a favourite adjective for dpxrepevs in Philo,! but when 
the writer adds, éxovres оду dpxtepea рёуау SteAnAVOdrTa rovs 
ovpavous, һе is developing a thought of his own. Тһе greatness 
of Jesus as apxtepeds consists in his access to God not through 
any material veil, but through the upper heavens; he has pene- 
trated to the very throne of God, in virtue of his perfect self- 
sacrifice. This idea is not elaborated till later (cp. 619 92), in 
(һе sacerdotal sense. But it has been already mentioned in 2% 10, 
where Jesus the Son of God saves men by his entrance into the 
full divine glory. Кратфрєи here as in 61? with the genitive 


l ò деу 01) uéyas apxtepeds (de Somn. 1. 38), even of the Logos. 
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(броХоуча, see 31) ; in Paul it takes the accusative. Тһе writer 
now (у.15) reiterates the truth of 211^; the exalted Jesus is well 
able to sympathize with weak men on earth, since he has shared 
their experience of temptation. It is put negatively, then posi- 
tively. Xvjma05co« is used of Jesus! as in Acta Pauli et Theclae, 
17 (05 povos cuverdbyoev mÀAavopéro kóopo) ; see below, on 10?*, 
Origen (27 att. xiii. 2) quotes a saying of Jesus: da rovs dodev- 
oüvras Йабеуоллу kai Sia тою mewGvras етейушу kai дїй тою Óuj/ovras 
édiywv, the first part of which may go back to Mt 817 (atros ras 
асбеуе(оө ӘоВеу); cp. also Mt 253%. Philo uses the term even 
of the Mosaic law (de spec. leg. 11. 13, тӘ бе árópos ёҳоуті owve- 
табчосе), but here it is more than “to be considerate.” The aid 
afforded by Jesus as dpxeepev’s is far more than official; it is 
inspired by fellow-feeling tats do@evetats pôv. “Уегіп sentiunt 
qui simul cum externis aerumnis comprehendunt animi affectus, 
quales sunt metus, tristitia, horror mortis, et similes" (Calvin). 
These &cÓévew are the sources of temptation. ”Н сор добеуд, 
as Jesus had said to his disciples, warning them against tempta- 
tion. Jesus was tempted ката таута (21719) каб” биобттүта (а 
psychological Stoic term; the phrase occurs in OF. ix. 120274 
and BG U. 102855, in second-century inscriptions) xopis ápaprías, 
without yielding to sin. Which is a real ground for encourage- 
ment, for the best help is that afforded by those who have stood 
where we slip and faced the onset of temptation without yielding 
to it. The special reference is to temptations leading to apostasy 
or disobedience to the will of God. It is true that хоріс биарт(вв 
does exclude some temptations. Strictly speaking, ката тарта is 
modified by this restriction, since a number of our worst tempta- 
tions arise out of sin previously committed. But this is not in 
the writers mind at all. He is too eager, to enter into any 
psychological analysis. 


* 


Philo deduces from Lv 4? (uóvov ойк дртикри дғабибӛскоу, bre 6 mpós 
а\бдєау ápxiepebs kal и) үжубдуишов üuéroxos áuapruuárwov écriv) that the 
ideal highpriest is practically sinless (de Vzc/zzzzs, 10); but this is a thought with 
which he wistfully toys, and the idea of the Logos as unstained by contact with 
the material universe is very different from this conception of Jesus as actually 
tempted and scatheless. Nor would the transference of the idea of messiah as 
sinless account for our writer's view. То him and his readers Jesus is sinless, 
not in virtue of a divine prerogative, but as the result of a real human experience 
which proved successful in the field of temptation. 


Hence (у.16) тросєрҳоребо обу peta mappyotas. Philo (guis rer. 
div. haeres, 2) makes wrappyoia the reward of a good conscience, 
which enables a loyal servant of Gcd to approach him frankly. 


1 Of God іп 4 Mac 5? катй фо» ђшіу суџтабє: уопобетду б тоў xriarns, 
but in the weaker sense of consideration. It is curious that 4 Mac., like 
Hebrews, uses the word twice, once of God and once of men (ср. 4 Mac 13% 
ойто $? roivuy kabecrnkvias THs Piraderdlas суитадодстѕ). 
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But here (ср. ERE. ii. 786) торртоќа is not freedom of utterance 
so much as resolute confidence (cp. on 39). Our writer certainly 
includes prayer in this conception of approaching God, but it is 
prayer as the outcome of faith and hope. Seneca bids Lucilius 
pray boldly to God, if his prayers are for soundness of soul and 
body, not for any selfish and material end: “audacter deum 
roga; nihil illum de alieno rogaturus es” (Æp. x. 4). But even 
this 15 not the meaning of wappycia here. Тһе Roman argues 
that a man can only pray aloud and confidently if his desires are 
such as he is not ashamed to have others hear, whereas the 
majority of people “whisper basest of prayers to God.” Our 
author does not mean “ palam " by zappyota. 

Our approach (тросерхдияба: the verb in ШЕ sense of 
applying to a court or authority, e.g. ins 11195 mpoonrGopev 
тї «paria Ty BovAy, BGU. 1022) 15 то 0povà тїс xdpitos, for grace 
is now enthroned (see 2%), For the phrase see Is 165 ё:орбобу- 
gerat рет” éAéovs Opovos. Our author (cp. Introd. p. xlvii), like 
those who shared the faith of apocalyptic as well as of rabbinic 
piety, regarded heaven as God's royal presence and also as the 
окту} where he was worshipped, an idea which dated from Is 
61 and Ps 29 (cp. Mechilta on Ex 1517), though he only alludes 
incidentally (1272) to the worship of God by the host of angels 
in the upper sanctuary. Heis far from the pathetic cry of 
Azariah (Dn SE Фк corey Еу TO KAPO тойто . . . OvdE TOTOS TOD 
KapT@cat ёуштбу TOV Kal evpetv ios. Не rather shares Philo’s 
feeling (Ze Exsecrat. 9) that оі dvacwfopévor can rely upon the 
compassionate character of God (évi меу mieke кай ypyotoryte 
TOU TapakaAoupevov cvyyvopqv тро Tiuwpias дей тібеутов), though 
he regards this mercy as conditioned by the sacrifice of Jesus. 
The twofold object of the approach is (а) AapBavew №єос, which 
is used for the passive of “Дед (which is rare), and (0) харіу 
еӛріакеш ктА,, an echo of the LXX phrase (eg. Gn 6°) etpicxew 
Хари évavtiov kupiov (той Oeod). In the writer’s text (A) of the 
LXX, Prov 817 ran oi ё ép? Lytodvres etpyoovar хару. Eis 
eUxatpoy Borea» recalls rots тарабомеуов BonOjnoat in 218; it 
signifies “for assistance in the hour of need." Evxatpos means 
literally “seasonable,” as in Ps 10477 (dodvae түу трофуу abrots 
evkatpov), “fitting” or “opportune” (Ep. Aristeas, 203, 236). 
The “sympathy” of Jesus is shown by practical aid to the 
tempted, which is suitable to their situation, suitable above all 
because it is timely (еокагроу being almost equivalent to еу кар 

1 Aristotle argues that хар or benevolence must be spontaneous and 
disinterested ; also, that its value is enhanced by necessitous circumstances 
(ёото 07 xápts, каб КИ 0 EX Хеүетш хар Uroupyety беомеуш uN футі TVOS, 
und’ tva тс адтф Tw Urovpyoüvrc. GAN lv exelvw Tc peyarn ó à» m o póðpa 


беомеуш, 7) uevyáNov. kal хаХетфу, ђ Еу Katpois Totovroits, 7) uóvos 1) трфтов 7) 
náNoTa, Rhet, 11. 7. 2). 
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xpetas, Sir 89). Philo (de вас” сат биз, 10) shows how God, for all 
his greatness, cherishes compassion (éA«ov xai otkrov Хам Paver тоу еу 
еубе(аһе дторотатоу) for needy folk, especially for poor proselytes, 
who, in their devotion to him, are rewarded by his help (картду 
etpapevor THS еті тоу беду karadvyijs THY йт ойто? ВоЧбвау). But 
the best illustration of the phrase is in Aristides, Eis тоу Харатау 
со: сё yàp 63) mâs rts еу mavti коро Воду kaXet, apart. 

How widely even good cursives may be found supporting a wrong reading 
is shown by the evidence for тросерхбиеба : 6. 38. 88. 104. 177. 206*. 241. 
266 255! 527. 379. 383. 440 402. 407 497. 409. 023. 635. 639. 642. 915. 
QIQ. 920. 927. 1149. 1245. 1288. 1518. 1836. 1852. 1872. 1891. 2004. For 
eos (the Hellenistic neuter, cp. Cronert's Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, 
1761), the Attic Әлеоу (£Aeos, masc.) is substituted by Т, and a few minuscules 
(Chrys. Theodoret). В om. etipwyev. 


He now (51:19) for the first time begins to explain the qualifi- 
cations of the true dpxtepevs. 


(a) First, he must be humane as well as human: 

1 Every highpriest who ts selected from men and appointed to act on behalf 
of men in things divine, offering gifts and sacrifices for sin, * can deal gently 
with those who err through ignorance, since he himself 15 beset with weakness — 
3 which obliges him to present offerings for his own sins as well as for those of 
the People. 

(4) Second, he must not be self-appointed. 

4 Also, it is an office which no one elects to take for himself ; he is called to 
it by God, just as Aaron was. 

The writer now proceeds to apply these two conditions to Jesus, but he 
takes them in reverse order, beginning with (0). 

5 Similarly Christ was not raised to the glory of the priesthood by himself, 
but by Him who declared to him, 

* Thou art my son, 
to-day have I become thy father.” 

6 Just as elsewhere (еу етеру, sc. Tómq) he says, 

* Thou art a priest for ever, with the rank of Melchizedek.” 

He then goes back to (a): 

7 In the days of his flesh, with bitter cries and tears, he offered prayers 
and supplications to Him who was able to save him from death ; and he was 
heard, because of his godly fear. 8 Thus, Son though he was, he learned by 
(аф Qv = ámà тойтшу 6) all he suffered how to obey, ? and by being thus perfected 
he became the source of eternal salvation for all who obey him, being desig- 
nated by God highpriest “with the rank of Melchizedek.” 


Mas yàp dpxiepeds (dealing only with Hebrew highpriests, 
and only with what is said of them in the LXX) èf дубрвитоу 
Aapfavópevos (Nu 89 AdBe rovs Aevetras ек десоу viov "Терал}\) 
kaQiorata.—passive, in the light of 728 (ô >›био<$ уар àvÜposovs 
коб(отточу àpxtepets éxovras асбежау) and of the Philonic usage 
(e.g. de vit. Mosis, ii. 11, TO &éAXovrt &pxtepet кабістасдо). The 
middle may indeed be used transitively, as, e.g., in Eurip. Super. 
522 (тбХемоу бё тотоу ойк yù KaGiorapat), апа is so taken here 
by some (eg. Calvin, Курке). But та mpós tov беду is ап 
adverbial accusative as in 217, not the object of кабістата in an 
active sense. In 8wpd re xoi Oucias, here as in 8? and 99, the 
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writer goes back to the LXX (A) rendering of 1 К 8% (кої rò 
бороу kai tas Üvaias). Тһе phrase recurs in Æp. Aristeas, 234 (оф 
боро оФдё Gvoias), and is а generic term for sacrifices or offer- 
ings, without any distinction. Тһе early omission of те (В р» 
K Lat boh pesh) was due to the idea that Ovoías should be 
closely connected with épapridy (“ ut offerat dona, et sacrificia pro 
peccatis," vg). Instead of writing «is то m poo pépery, our author 
departs from his favourite construction of eis with the infinitive 
and writes tva просферт, in order to introduce petpiorabety 
Suvápevos. This, although a participial clause, contains the lead- 
ing idea of the sentence. The dpytepevs is able to deal gently 
with the erring People whom he represents, since he shares 
their do@évera, their common infirmity or liability to temptation. 
Метршоттабеіу in v.? 15 a term coined by ethical philosophy. 
It is used by Philo to describe the mean between extravagant 
grief and stoic apathy, in the case of Abraham’s sorrow for the 
death of his wife (тб бё месоу тро тоу dkpwv éEAspevov метркотафеу, 
De Abrah. 44) ; so Plutarch (Consol. ad Apoll. 22) speaks of тӯѕ 
ката vow èv тогото рєтротадєіоѕ. But here it denotes 
gentleness and forbearance, the moderation of anger in a person 
who is provoked and indignant—as in Plut. de Cohib. tra, то, 
ауоотфоовг 66 Kal cOcat, kai Peicacbat Kal kaprepijaat, трабтттбс 
есті kai ouyyvapns Kal perproradeias. Josephus (Ant. xii. 3. 2) 
praises this quality in Vespasian and Titus (метриотабусдутоу), 
who acted magnanimously and generously towards the unruly 
Jews ; Dionysius Halicarnassus accuses Marcius (Ant. 8. 529) 
of lacking тб eddiaAAakrov Kal ретротає, бтдте д бруйе TO 
yévovuro. And so оп. The term is allied to традтуө. Тһе sins 
of others are apt to irritate us, either because they are repeated 
or because they are flagrant; they excite emotions of disgust, 
impatience, and exasperation, and tempt us to be hard and harsh 
(Gal 6). Тһе thought of excess here is excessive severity rather 
than excessive leniency. Тһе objects of this ретркотабейу are 
tots Фүуообочу kat mAavopévors, Z.E., people who sin through yield- 
ing to the weaknesses of human nature. For such offenders 
alone the 27acu/a of atonement-day (which the writer has in mind) 
availed. Those who sinned éxovotes (1076), not акоусіюе, were 
without the pale; for such presumptuous sins, which our writer 
regards specially under the category of deliberate apostasy (312 
1076), there is no pardon possible. Тһе phrase here is practi- 
cally a hendiadys, for rots ¿£ dyvotas vAavopévoss : the People err 
through their dyvora. ‘Thus дугову becomes an equivalent for 
àpaprávew (Sir 23? etc.), just as the noun &yvógua comes to 
imply sin (cp. о7 and Jth 57 eè меу éorw dyvonpa èv то Хад тоутф 
каї арартауоуач eis Tov Gedy avràv, with Tebt. Pap. 1244 (118 B.C.) 
and 5°—a proclamation by king Euergetes and queen Cleopatra 
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declaring “ап amnesty to all their subjects for all errors, crimes," 
etc., except wilful murder and sacrilege). In the Martyr. Pauli, 
4, the apostle addresses his pagan audience as dvópes ot òrres еу 
Tjj ayvwoia kai TH пар тату). 

(a) Strictly speaking, only such sins could be pardoned (Lv 4? 52,27, 
Nu 1522-21, Dt 1712) as were unintentional. Wilful sins were not covered by 
the ordinary ritual of sacrifice (108, cp. Nu 121). 

(5) The term epixetpat only occurs in the LXX in Ep. Jer. 23. 57 and 
in 4 Mac 12? (rà deoud mepikeluevov), and in both places in its literal sense 
(Symm. Is 617°), as in Ac 289. But Seneca says of the body, “Тос quoque 
natura ut quemdam vestem animo circumdedit " (22252, 92), and the meta- 
phorical sense is as old as Theocritus (23% !* фебуе ô dard хроѕ UBpw râs 
дргүде Tepukeluevos). 

The dpytepeds, therefore (v.9), requires to offer sacrifice for 
his own sins as well as for those of the People, kaĝùs тері той 
AaoU oftw kal тері éavroü. This twofold sacrifice is recognized 
by Philo (Ze wit. Mosis, ii. 1), who notes that the holder of the 
tepogvvg must еті теХе(оюе tepots beseech God for blessing 
avrQ те kai THS 4рхомбуов. The regulations for atonement-day 
(Lv 16617) provided that the dpxepevs sacrificed for himself and 
his household as well as for the People (xai тросаёє: ` Aapüv vóv 
идет оу TOY тері TÄS ápaprías ато? kai “ІАдсетай тері аўто? xai 
тоё oikov афто? . . . каї тері тасу ovvayoyrjs vir Iopaydr). But 
our author now turns from the idea of the solidarity between 
priest and People to the idea of the priest's commission from 
God. Тї rdv (in v.) means position or office, as often, e.g. 
етітротов Aap Pave ras rqv THY турлу (t.e. Of supervising the house- 
hold slaves), Arist. Pol. 1. 7, туша yàp ХАеуомеу civar Tas apyas, 70. 
lii. 10, тері TO àpxtepéov was т трёауто kai тісіу é£ea t тїз TuS 
rauTns petadapBavew, Joseph. Ant. xx. то. І. "AM à (sc. Nap- 
Bave) kaXoópevos, but takes it when (or, as) he is called. Тһе 
terseness of the phrase led to the alteration (C° L) of алла into 
АХУ 6 (as іп v.5). Kaddomep kal 'Aapóv. In Josephus (Az. iii. 
8. т), Moses tells the Israelites, viv ò aùròs ó Өебе 'AapOva т? 
Tus TavTns абюоу ékpwe Kal roUrov YpyTat Lepéa. 

тері (before ёрарт‹фу in v.3) has been changed to Pep іп Се D° K L etc, 
(conforming to 5!). There is no difference in meaning (cp. тері, Mt 262% = 
тер, Mk. and Lk.), for тері (see 109: 9: 1% 29 13!) has taken over the sense 


of bep. 
For кабостер (&* A B D* 33) in v.4, к DOKL P Y 6. 1288. 1739 read 
the more obvious кабітєр (С? syr^*! Chrys. Cyr. Alex. Procopius : кабфз). 


In v.č ody éavràv éSdgacev, while the term 20£a was specially 
applicable to the highpriestly office (cf. 2 Мас 147 60ev афеАд- 
pevos THY троуоуекту ddgay, Хеуш by THY ápxiepoo vvv), the phrase 
is quite general, as in the parallel Jn 8%, The following yevq- 
Ojvat is an epexegetic infinitive, which recurs іп the Lucan 
writings (Lk 15* 77, Ac 1519) and in the earlier Psalter of Solo- 
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mon (228: *0 etc.) After АХУ we must supply some words like 
aüTOv ёддёасєу. 

The argument runs thus: We have a great dpxtepeds, Jesus 
the Son of God (41), and it is as he is Son that he carries out 
the vocation of ápoxupevs. There is something vital, for the 
writer's mind, іп the connexion of &pxvepevs and Yiós. Hence he 
quotes (v.5) his favourite text from Ps 2? before the more apposite 
one (in у.б) from Ps 1104, implying that the position of divine 
Son carried with it, in some sense, the rôle of арҳгєрєус̧. This 
had been already suggested in 173 where the activities of the 
Son include the purification of men from their sins. Неге the 
second quotation only mentions tepevs, it is true; but the writer 
drew no sharp distinction between tepeds and dpytepe’s. Іп 
kata Tis табы” МеХуісвбек, таб for the writer, as 719 proves 
(ката THY броттта МєАҳіседєк), has a general meaning ;! Jesus 
has the rank of a Melchizedek, he is a priest of the Melchizedek 
sort or order, though in the strict sense of the term there was no 
таё or succession of Melchizedek priests. 

Тағ in the papyri is often a list or register ; in ОР. 1266% (А.р. 98) 
еу rate. means ‘‘in the class" (of people). It had acquired a sacerdotal 
nuance, e.g. Michel 7351%1- (the regulations of Antiochus 1.), дотіб те ay 


батером xpóvox тағу AaBy тайт», and occasionally denoted a post or office 
(ер. Тер. Р 207°, А.Б. 124); 


"Os ктА. Some editors (eg. A. B. Davidson, Lünemann, 
Peake, Hollmann) take уу.?-10 as a further proof of (4). But 
the writer is here casting back to (a), not hinting that the 
trying experiences of Jesus on earth proved that his vocation was 
not selfsought, but using these to illustrate the thoroughness 
with which he had identified himself with men. Не does this, 
although the parallel naturally broke down at one point. Indeed 
his conception of Christ was too large for the categories he had 
been employing, and this accounts for the tone and language of 
the passage. (a) Jesus being xwpis dzaprias did not require to 
offer any sacrifices on his own behalf; and (0) the case of 
Melchizedek offered no suggestion of suffering as a vital element 
in the vocation of an dpycepevs. Ав for the former point, while 
the writer uses vpocevéykas in speaking of the prayers of Jesus, 
this is at most a subconscious echo of тросферву in vv.!? ; there 
is no equivalent in Jesus to the sacrifice offered by the OT 
dpxepevs, тері éavroU . . . тері duaptiav. ‘The writer starts with 
his parallel, for еу rats Zjuépeis Ts eapkós avro? corresponds to 
терккейтал асбеувау (v.?) ; but instead of developing the idea of 
sympathy in an official (uerpioraÜetv óvvápevos ктА.), he passes to 
the deeper idea that Jesus qualified himself by a moral discipline 


1 As in 2 Mac 0/9 ёл‹сто\ўи éxovcav ixernplas тай», Æp. Arist. 69, 
крттїбо$ &xovaa тау. 
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to be ápxtepess in a pre-eminent sense. He mentions the prayers 
and tears of Jesus here, as the faith of Jesus in 21°, for the 
express purpose of showing how truly he shared the lot of man 
on earth, using бейсеіе тє Kal iketnpias, a phrase which the writer 
may have found in his text (A) of Jb 40° 92 dejoes xat txernpias, 
but which was classical (e.g. Isokrates, de Pace, 46, voAAas 
ікеттріав kai дєўсєі motovpevot). “Ixerypia had become an equiva- 
lent for ікес(о, which is actually the reading here in 1 (бесв тє 
xai ікесівв). The phrase recurs in a Ptolemaic papyrus (Brunet 
de Presle et E. Eggers Papyrus Grecs du Musée du Louvre, 27°), 
хайреу се 4640 peta дејоєоѕ xai txeretas, though in a weakened 
sense. The addition of peta xpavyss (here a cry of anguish) 
icxupas kal бакрішу may be a touch of pathos, due to his own 
imagination,! or suggested by the phraseology of the 22nd psalm, 
which was a messianic prediction for him (cp. above, 217) as for 
the early church ; the words of v.? in that psalm would hardly 
suit (kexpagopat nuepas mpos сё Kat ойк elgaxovoy), but phrases 
like that of v.9 (zpós тё екекраҒау xai éo cav) and v.* (êv то 
кекрауеуав ме трбе афтбу émykovaév pov) might have been in his 
mind. Tears were added before long to the Lucan account of 
the passion, at 22** (Epiph. Amcor. 31, dAAa “кай ekAava ev" кєт 
еу TO ката Aovküv ebayyeAtw èv rois абиорбфтовв аутгурафов). It 
is one of the passages which prove how deeply the writer was 
impressed by the historical Jesus ; the intense faith and courage 
and pitifulness of Jesus must have deeply moved his mind. Не 
seeks to bring out the full significance of this for the saving 
work of Jesus as Son. His methods of proof may be remote and 
artificial, to our taste, but the religious interest which prompted 
them is fundamental. No theoretical reflection on the qualifica- 
tion of priests or upon the dogma of messiah's sinlessness could 
have produced such passages as this. 


Later Rabbinic piety laid stress on tears, e.g. in Sohar Exod. fol. 5. 19, 
* Rabbi Jehuda said, all things of this world depend on penitence and 
prayers, which men offer to God (Blessed be Не !), especially if one sheds 
tears along with his prayers”; and in Synopsis Sohar, p. 33, n. 2, ** There 
are three kinds of prayers, entreaty, crying, and tears,  Entreaty is offered 
in a quiet voice, crying with a raised voice, but tears are higher than all." 


In dd tis «ӘХофе10<, the sense of edAaBeia in 1228 and of 
evAaPetoGa in 117 shows that ато here means “on account of” 
(as is common in Hellenistic Greek), and that ато тўс edAaPBelas 
must be taken, as the Greek fathers took it, “оп account of his 
reverent fear of God,” pro sua reverentia (vg), “because he had 


! Like that of Hos 124, where tears are added to the primitive story (Gn 
3276) of Jacob’s prayer (еуісхисеу perà ayyéňov kal бираст ёк\аџсау кой 
édenOnody nov). Іп 2 Mac 116 the Maccabean army pera ббурдФу kai бакрдшу 
ikérevov тд» kÜpiov., 
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God in reverence” (Tyndale; “іп honoure," Coverdale). Тһе 
writer 1s thinking of the moving tradition about Jesus in Geth- 
semane, which is now preserved in the synoptic gospels, where 
Jesus entreats God to be spared death: "А9 а ô татур, таута 
дуката. cot тареуеуке TO тотфрюу ал” pod тодто (Mk 1429). This 
repeated supplication corresponds to the “ bitter tears and cries." 
Then Jesus adds, АЛА” où тё éyà 0éXo, аАА& ті ov. This is his 
evAd Bea, the godly fear which leaves everything to the will of 
God. Such is the discipline which issues in Фтако). Compare 
Ps. Sol 68 каї kptos eia jkovae 7pocevxiyv zavrós еу POBw Oo. 

(a) The alternative sense of **fear" appears as early as the Old Latin 
version (d=exauditus a metu). This meaning of evAaBela (Beza: **liberatus 
ex metu ”) occurs in Joseph. Azt. xi. 6. 9, evAaBelas abrz;v (Esther) атоХдоу. 
Indeed evAaBela (cp. Anz, 350) and its verb evAaBeto@at are common in this 
sense; ср. e.g. 2 Mac 816 рӯ кататћауђиа: Trois deoplots unde є0ЛаВєїс дал 
т»... wodumAnOelay: Sir 41? u$ evrAaBod kpiga Savdrov: Wis 178 obra 
катагүбавтоу evrAdBerav évócovr. But here the deeper, religious sense is more 
relevant to the context. “Іп any case the answer consisted . . . in courage 
given to face death. . . . The point to be emphasized is, not so much that 
the prayer of Jesus was heard, as that it seeded to be heard” (А. B. Bruce, 
p. 196). 

(5) Some (e.g. Linden in Studien und Kritiken, 1860, 753f., and Blass, 
$ 211) take ато rijs evAaBelas with what follows ; this was the interpretation of 
the Peshitto (апа, although he was а son, he learned obedience from fear 
and the sufferings which he bore”). But the separation of дт0 тў$ evAaBelas 
from 4ф Фу and the necessity of introducing a xal before the latter phrase 
point to the artificiality of this construction. 


In v.5 когтер àv viós (кайтер being used with a participle as 
in 75.12!7) means, “Son though he was,” not “son though he 
was.” The writer knows that painful discipline is to be expected 
by all who are sons of God the Father; he points out, in 125, 
that every son, because he is a son, has to suffer. Here the 
remarkable thing is that Jesus had to suffer, not because but 
although he was vios, which shows that Jesus is Son in a unique 
sense; as applied to Jesus vids means something special. As 
divine vids in the sense of 11, it might have been expected that 
he would be exempt from such a discipline. “06... Ерадеу 

. ómakorj» is the main thread of the sentence, but кайтер àv 
vids attaches itself to €ua@ev «rA. rather than to the preceding 
participles mpooevéyxas and еісакоуабе(е (Chrys. Theophyl.). 
With a daring stroke the author adds, épa0ev 4ф àv čmaðe thy 
úmakońv. Тһе paronomasia goes back to a common Greek 
phrase which is as old as Aeschylus (Agam. 177f.), who de- 


scribes Zeus as тоу wade. pados Üévra xupiws éxew, and tells how 
(W. Headlam)— 


“Тһе heart in time of sleep renews 
Aching remembrance of her bruise, 
And chastening wisdom enters wills that most refuse "— 
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which, the poet adds, is a sort of ҳарс Biatos from the gods. 
This moral doctrine, that табов brings pados, is echoed by 
Pindar (Js¢hm. i. 40, 6 movýoais 0 vow каї mpop.aGerav фер«) апа 
other writers, notably by Philo (de vit. Mos. lil. 38, rovrous ov 
Абуов àAX' épya mawWever’ табдутес elcovTat TO òv aevdes, ете 
padovres ovk éyvwoav: de spec. (ер. ill. 6, iv’ ёк то? табау paddy 
KTÀ.: de somn. ii. I5, б табоу axpiBas раде, ort Tou Oeo? (Gn 
5019) écrw). But in the Greek authors апа in Philo it is almost 
invariably applied to “ (Һе thoughtless or stupid, and to open апа 
deliberate offenders” (Abbott, Dzat. 3208a), to people who can 
only be taught by suffering. Our writer ventures, therefore, to 
apply to the sinless Jesus an idea which mainly referred to young 
or wilful or undisciplined natures. Тһе term úrakoń only occurs 
once in the LXX, at 2 S 2296 (xai лакот cov érAnbuvey pe, А), 
where it translates ny. Тһе general idea corresponds to that 


of 109? below, where Jesus enters the world submissively to do 
the will of God, a vocation which involved suffering and self- 
sacrifice. But the closest parallel is the argument of Paul in Ph 
225 0076 Jesus, born in human form, етатейушоеу éavróv yevoperos 
brríoos (sc. тө бев) uéxpi бауатоу, апа the conception of the 
taxon of Jesus (Ro 518: 19) in contrast to the торакоу of Adam. 
What our writer means to bring out here, as in 210, is the 
practical initiation of Jesus into his vocation for God and men. 
“ Wherever there is a vocation, growth and process are inevi- 
table. . . . Personal relations are of necessity relations into which 
one grows ; the relation can be fully and practically constituted 
only in the practical exercise of the calling 1n which it is involved. 
So it was with Christ. He had, so to speak, to work Himself 
into His place in the plan of salvation, to go down among the 
brethren whom Не was to lead to glory and fully to identify 
Himself with them, not of course by sharing their individual 
vocation, but in the practice of obedience in the far harder 
vocation given to Him. ‘That obedience had to be learned, not 
because His will was not at every moment perfect . . . but 
simply because it was a concrete, many-sided obedience" (W. 
Robertson Smith, Æxpostitor?, ii. pp. 425, 426). ТеХешбеіе in у. 
recalls and expands the remark of 219, that God “ perfected” 
Jesus by suffering as тб» ápxqyóv tis eerte avrov, and the 
argument of 21718, Тһе writer avoids the technical Stoic terms 
mpokomre апа трокот). Не prefers тєАєгю®> and теХеішоче, not 
on account of their associations with the sacerdotal consecration 
of the OT ritual, but in order to suggest the moral ripening 
which enabled Jesus to offer a perfect self-sacrifice, and also 
perhaps with a side-allusion here to the death-association of 
these terms. 
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Philo (de Aérah. 11) observes that nature, instruction, and practice are the 
three things essential mpós тє\єгбтута той Biod, oUre yap д:даскаћару üvev 
Фуовеов 7) üa k)aews TeNe.w0 vat боғатду ore ois еті mépas есті; ӨЛбейу ikav) 
біха той paderv. 


Аїтїо$ оштра was a common Greek phrase. Thus Philo 
speaks of the brazen serpent as айт owrypias yevópevos zavreAoUs 
то Ücacapévois (de Agric. 22), Aeschines (in Ctesiph. 57) has 
Tis меу сөттріау TH den ToUs Ücovs airious yeyevüp.evovs, and in 
the de Mundo, 3990, the writer declares that it is fitting for God 
айту те yiverGat Tots ext THS ys TwTHpias. Уштт}р(а aiwvtos is 
а LXX phrase (Is 4510, but not in the sense intended here 
(cp. 22. Тһе collocation of Jesus learning how to obey God 
and of thus proving a saviour rots ómakodouci айтф is remarkable. 
At first sight there 15 a clue to the sense in Philo, who declares 
that “the man who is morally earnest,” receiving God's kingdom, 
“does not prove a source of evil to anyone (airtos yiverat), but 
proves a source of the acquisition and use of good things for all 
who obey him” (таса tots 0тткбогѕ, de Ағай. 45). This refers 
to Abraham, but to the incident of Gn 23°, not to that of 
Melchizedek ; Philo is spiritualizing the idea of the good man as 
king, and the ?тукоо‹ ате the members of his household under 
his authority. The parallel is merely verbal. Неге by тй» 
rois бттакобоусі айтф the writer means oi теотеосаутее (43), but 
with a special reference to their loyalty to Christ. Disobedience 
to Christ ог to God (38 461) is the practical expression of 
disbelief. It is a refusal to take Christ for what he is, as God's 
appointed dpxtepeds. The writer then adds (у.19) тросаүореуфеіс 
bd той дєо0 dpxiepeds катай Tiv тай MeAxtoedéx, in order to 
explain how, thus commissioned, he brought the owrypta aiwvios. 
The paragraph is thus rounded off, like that of уу.5 6, with a 
reference to the Melchizedek priesthood, which the writer regards 
as of profound importance, and to which he now proposes to 
advance. ‘Though zpocayopevw is not used in this sense (“ hail,” 
‘‘designate”) in the LXX, the usage is common in Hellenistic 
writings like 2 Maccabees (1% 47 ro?) and Josephus (e.g. c. 
Apion. i. 311). But the Melchizedek type of priesthood is not 
discussed till 629 71%. Тһе interlude between 519 and 679 is 
devoted to a stirring exhortation ; for this interpretation of the 
Son as priest is a piece of уудочв which can only be imparted 
to those who have mastered the elementary truths of the Chris- 
tian religion, and the writer feels and fears that his readers are 
still so immature that they may be unable or unwilling to grasp 
the higher and fuller teaching about Christ. Тһе admonition 
has three movements of thought, 511-14, 61-8, and 69-19, 


N On this point I (70у, plural of authorship, as 25) kave a great deal to say, 
which it ts hard to make intelligible to you. For (кай yáp—etenim) you have 
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grown dull of hearing. Y Though бу this time you should be teaching other 
people, you still need someone to teach you once more the rudimentary prin- 
ciples of the divine revelation. You are in need of milk, not of solid food. 
13 ( For anyone who 15 fed on milk is unskilled in moral truth; he is! a mere 
babe. 1% Whereas solid food zs for the mature, for those who have their 
faculties trained by exercise to distinguish good and evil.) 6! Let us pass оп 
then to what zs mature, leaving elementary Christian doctrine behind, instead 
of laying the foundation over again with repentance from dead works, with 
faith in God, ? with instruction about ablutions and the laying on of hands, 
about the resurrection of the dead and eternal punishment. 3 With Cod's 
permission we will take this step. 


Пері об (Ze. оп дрхчерею ката riv табу М.) поћи ктА. (v.1). 
Тһе entire paragraph (уу.11:14) is full of ideas and terms current 
in the ethical and especially the Stoic philosophy of the day. 
Thus, to begin with, zoAs (sc. есті) б Adyos is а common literary 
phrase for ‘‘there is much to say”; e.g. Dion. Hal. ad Amm. 
i. 3, zroÀvs yàp 6 тері abrüv Aóyos, and Lysias ги Pancleonem, тт, 
дса piv otv аётбб: еррі0ң, тос àv єй por Абуов безууеіо бой. 
Пол апа бусерилгеитов are separated, as elsewhere adjectives 
are (eg. 217). For the general sense of Suceppyveutos Aéyew, see 
Philo, de migrat. Abrah. 18, 5 та pèv аАЛа pakporépav 3) ката 
Tov тарбута Kaipov бейта: Aóyov каї vrepÜeréov, and Dion. Halic. 
de Comp. viii. тері Gv kal тоу б Абуов kai Вобего т) Өєоріа. 
Avoeppyvevtos occurs in an obscure and interpolated passage of 
Philo's de Sommniis (1. 32, ӘХекто ru kai бусерилуейто Өќа), and 
Artemidorus ( Oneirocr. iii. 67, ой Oveipot . . . тоюбАо kat roAXots 
8voepyajvevrot) uses it of dreams. ‘Emei ктА. (explaining бусери)- 
vevrot) for the fault lies with you, not with the subject. Nw6pds 
only occurs once іп the LXX, and not in this sense (Pr 2279 
дубрӛсі уәброі, tr. п); even in Sir 479 111216 means no more 
than slack or backward (as below in 6!?) It 15 a common 
Greek ethical term for sluggishness, used with the accusative or 
the (locative) dative. With àxoj it denotes dulness. The literal 
sense occurs in Heliodorus (v. то: еуд pév oiv yobóuny . .. 
тауа меу mov kai Ov HAtkiay voÜpórepos Фу THY бкоту" удаов yàp 
dAAov те kai Stroy тд ypas), and the metaphorical sense of áxoat 
is illustrated by Philo’s remark in guts rer. div. haer. 3: еу aixors 
ávópiücw, ots Ora. му éa rw, йкоай Ò ойк éve. 

Why (каї yáp, у.12), the writer continues, instead of being 
teachers you still need a teacher. For xpeta with the article and 
infinitive (тоб бібфокеш? ктА.), cp. the similar use of xpéov in OP. 
148825, Іп what follows, td, the masculine singular, gives a 
better sense than ríva, the neuter plural. “ Ye again have need 
of (one) to teach you what are the elements" (sah boh); but it 


! D* inserts акиўу (Mt 1516) between ydp and éorw: ** he is s¢7// a mere 
babe." Blass adopts this, for reasons of rhythm. 
2 1912 and Origen read (with 462) бібаскесбой, and omit браз. 
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is the elementary truths themselves, not what they are, that need 
to be taught. Tà eroweta here means the АВС or elementary 
principles (see Burton's Galatians, рр. 510f.), such as he men- 
tions in 6“ 2, Не defines them further as тїз apyxfjs TOv Aoyiwy 
беоб, where та Aoyía 0co? means not the OT but the divine 
revelation in general, so that та с. т. adpyys corresponds to the 
Latin phrase “prima elementa." Тһе words ó$e(Novres eivai 
89áekaAor simply charge the readers with backwardness. “ Тһе 
expression, ‘to be teachers,’ affirms no more than that the 
readers ought to be ripe in Christian knowledge. Once a man 
is ripe or mature, the qualification for teaching is present ” 
(Wrede, p. 32). The use of the phrase in Greek proves that it 
is a general expression for stirring people up to acquaint them- 
selves with what should be familia See Epict. Ænchir. 51, 
motov оду ёти бабаскаДоу тросбокйв; . . . oUK еті et pretpaxtov, ВАХА 
avnp non тӘвов. It was quite a favourite ethical maxim in 
antiquity. Thus Cyrus tells the Persian chiefs that he would be 
ashamed to give them advice on the eve of battle: ода yap tas 
Tatra émioTapevous Kal pepeAergkóras Kal докобутов did. TÉÀovs 
ойалтер yó, Фоте Kav GAAous eikóros йу д:даскоітє (Cyrop. lil. 3. 
35). Similarly we have the remark of Aristophanes in Plato, 
Sympos. 189d, éyà oiv тардбосорав piv «істуђсасбоє THY б/уарау 
ато, tuets 0€ TOv АЛАву бабаскаХов ёсєодє, and the reply given 
by Apollonius of Tyana to a person who asked why he never put 
questions to anybody: дт: маракюу фу elytyoa, viv бе ой xpi) 
бңтеу ЗАЛА бібдскау à evpyxa (Philostratus, Vita Apoll. i. 17). 
Seneca tells Lucilius the same truth: “ quousque disces? iam et 
ргаесіре (Zp. 33°). Thus the phrase here offers no support 
whatever to any theories about the readers of IIpós 'Efpaéovs 
being a group of teachers, or a small, specially cultured com- 
munity. Тһе author, himself a бібдскаДов, as he 15 in possession 
of this mature yvaars, is trying to shame his friends out of their 
imperfect grasp of their religion. "That is all. Feyóvare xpetav 
éxovtes is a rhetorical variant for хре(ау éxere, due to the writer's 
fondness for yeyóva. If there is any special meaning in the 
larger phrase, 1t 15 that detected by Chrysostom, who argues that 
the writer chose it deliberately: rovréoruw, vjets. Ү06Алсате, vets 
éavroUs els Toro катвотісоте, els татуу түу xpev. They are 
responsible for this second childhood of theirs. Тһе comparison! 
of milk and solid food is one of the most common in Greek 

1 Origen (Philocalia, xviii. 23) uses this passage neatly to answer Celsus, 
who had declared that Christians were afraid to appeal to an educated and 
intelligent audience. Не quotes 51% as well as 1 Co 3%, arguing that in 
the light of them it must be admitted дє, don O/vajus, mávra mpárrouev 
imép тоб ppovluwy дубрӘу yevécOat тд» о0ХХоуоу Тшду” Kal тд, еу ши padiora 
каХд, kal Oela тбте тох\дФдє» év Tots трде TO коду dtaddyots фёрє els uéaov, 
ёт ebropovmey cuveT wv акроатду. 
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ethical philosophy, as in Epictetus, e.g. ii. 16. 39, où OAs 707) 
бе Ta mapia дтоуаЛактиоӨйуо kai admtecOat трофйе aTepewrépas, 
and iii. 24. 9, oix йтоуаЛактісорєу 101 тоб éavrovs, and parti- 
cularly in Philo. А characteristic passage from the latter writer 
is the sentence in de agric. 2: érei дё vynriots меу ёст: уала трофл), 
reÀe(ots 6% та ёк mvpüv méppara, kal Yuyns yaAakrwoes меу àv 
«еу трофаі Kata THY толб.ктуу yALKtay та тїз ёукикЛоу момочк5 
тротолдєйдата, TeActat Õè Kal avdpaow eumperets oi 0:0. $povijaeos 
kal cwhpootvvys кої amacys áperzs Bpyyynoes. Our writer adopts 
the metaphor, as Paul had done (т Со 32), and adds a general 
aside (vv.13 14) in order to enforce his remonstrance. Не does 
not use the term уу@с:ѕ, and the plight of his friends is not due 
to the same causes as operated in the Corinthian church, but 
he evidently regards his interpretation of the priesthood of Christ 
as mature instruction, oreped tpopy. “О peréxov yáAakros 15 one 
whose only food (иетехау as in 1 Co 1017 etc.) is milk; &metpos 
is “inexperienced,” and therefore “ unskilled,” іп Aóyou ikaro- 
ovvns—an ethical phrase for what moderns would call ** moral 
truth,” almost as in Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 31, ávijp д:даскаћоѕ тфу 
тайбоу, 85 2бібаскеу дра Tovs таїдаѕ THY Oixatocvvyv krÀ., or in M. 
Aurelius xi. ro, xii. 1. Thus, while 8txatoodvn here is not a 
religious term, the phrase means more than (a) * incapable of 
talking correctly " (Delitzsch, B. Weiss, von Soden), which is, no 
doubt, the mark of a vymos, but irrelevant in this connexion ; 
or (0) *incapable of understanding normal speech," such as 
grown-up people use (Riggenbach). ТеХейшу бе ктА. (v.1*). Тһе 
clearest statement of what contemporary ethical teachers meant by 
тео as mature, is (cp. p. 70) in Epict. ZzcAzid. 51, ‘how long 
(els тобоу ёт: xpóvov) will you defer thinking of yourself as worthy 
of the very best . . .? You have received the precepts you 
ought to accept, and have accepted them. Why then do you 
still wait for a teacher (бібаскаХоу тросдокдѕ), that you may put 
off amending yourself till he comes? You are a lad no longer, 
you are a full-grown man now (ойк еті ef pepakiov, ХАА àvùp 
non réÀevos). . . . Make up your mind, ere it is too late, to live 
Gs TréAevov Kal mpokómTovra." Then he adds, in words that recall 
He 121: “апа when you meet anything stiff or sweet, glorious 
or inglorious, remember that viv 0 дуфу xai yoy таресті тё 
"OdAvprta.” Ав Pythagoras divided his pupils into rym and 
тё\е« о, so our author distinguishes between the immature and 
the mature (cp. Со 29 еу rots reAetots, 31 vypmzéow). In $00 thy 
&&v (vg. “ pro consuetudine ”) he uses іе much as does the writer 
of the prologue to Sirach (ікауту é£w weperornoduevos), for facility 
or practice.! It is not an equivalent for mental faculties here, 


1 ** Firma quaedam facilitas quae apud Graecos &&s nominatur” (Quint. 
Instit. Orat. ТО. т). 
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but for the exercise of our powers. "These powers or faculties 
are called та aicOytHpia. Аісбзттріоу was а Stoic term for ап 
organ of the senses, and, like its English equivalent “ sense,” 
easily acquired an ethical significance, as in Jer 419 rà овйсбуттра 
THs Kapdtas pov. The phrase yeyupvacpéva aicÓnrjpio may be 
illustrated from Galen (de dign. puls. iii. 2, 0s меу yàp àv etas O:70- 
татоу pio те кої TÒ оісбуүттріоу Єх] уеууиуасиеуоу ixavas . . . 
otros йу dptatos et yvøpwv TOv évrós vrokeuévov, and de complexu, 
ii.: AeAoywspévov pev oti avdpds той Хоушюио% oùs ElpyKa koi 
yeyupvacpeva riv alcOnow èv TOAAT TH ката pépos ёрлтеріа KTA.), 
yeyupvacpeva being a perfect participle used predicatively, like 
repurevpevyy in Lk 136, and уеуошуасиеуоу above. Compare 
what Marcus Aurelius (iii. 1) says about old age; it may come 
upon us, bringing not physical failure, but a premature decay of 
the mental and moral faculties, e.g., of self-control, of the sense 
of duty, каї бта тоста Aoycpod ovyyeyupvacpévoy wavy xpncet. 
Elsewhere (ii. 13) he declares that ignorance of moral distinctions 
(äyvora бгуоббу каї какӛу) is a blindness as serious as any inability 
to distinguish black and white. Тһе power of moral discrimina- 
tion (mpàs Sidkpiow каХоб тє kal какой) 15 the mark of maturity, 
in contrast to childhood (cp. e.g. Dt 199 тау толбіоу véov бот 
ойк oióev ajpepov Фуаббу 7) kakóv). Compare the definition of 
тӛ jÜikóv in Sextus Empiricus (2/72. Pyrrh. iii. 168): бтер боке 
тері Tijv биікрісіу TOv те kaÀQv kai какфу koi абафдроу kaTa- 
yiyver ĝar 

In spite of Resch's arguments (Texte и. Untersuchungen, xxx. 3. 112), 
there is no reason to hear any echo of the well-known saying attributed to 


Jesus: yiverOe 02 ббкішо: тратє( тол, Ta меу amodokipavovrTes, TO бе калу 
KATEXOVTES. 


Avws—well then (as in 121% ?8)— mi тӛу теХекдтута ферорефа 
(61). It is a moral duty to grow up, and the duty involves ап 
effort. Тһе тєАєбтэјѕ in question is the mature mental grasp of 
the truth about Christ as dpycepeds, a truth which the writer 15 
disappointed that his friends still find it difficult to understand. 
However, бий тбу xpóvov they ought to understand it. He has every 
reason to expect an effort from them, and therefore he follows 
up his remonstrance with a word of encouragement. Instead of 
the sharp, severe tone of vv.!1*, he now speaks more hopefully. 
The connexion is not easy. We expect “however” instead of 
«well then.” But the connexion is not made more easy by 
regarding 6! as a resolve of the writer: “since you are so im- 
mature, I am going on myself to develop the higher teaching.” 
It would be senseless for a teacher to take this line, and it is not 
facilitated by reading $«epóp«0a. The plural is not the literary 
plural as in 91. Тһе writer wishes to carry his readers along 
with him. ‘If you want anyone to instruct you over again in 


VI. 1.) А CALL TO THOUGHT 73 


rudimentary Christianity, I am not the man; 1 propose to carry 
you forward into a higher course of lessons. Come, let us 
advance, you and I together." Тһе underlying thought, which 
explains the transition, is revealed in the next paragraph (vv.*"), 
where the writer practically tells his readers that they must either 
advance or lose their present position of faith,! in which latter 
case there is no second chance for them. In spite of his un- 
qualified censure іп 512%, he shows, in 6%, that they are really 
capable of doing what he summons them to try in 615, ze. to 
think out the full significance of Jesus in relation to faith and 
forgiveness. Only thus, he argues, can quicken the faint pulse of 
your religious life. “ Religion is something different from mere 
strenuous thinking on the great religious questions. Yet it still 
remains true that faith and knowledge are inseparable, and that 
both grow stronger as they react on one another. More often 
than we know, the failure of religion, as a moral power, is due to 
no other cause than intellectual sloth” (E. F. Scott, p. 44). 
After the parenthesis of 5!?!$ the writer resumes the thought 
with which he started in 511% “you must make an effort to enter 
into this larger appreciation of what Christ means." “Agevtes . . . 
$epópe0a is a phrase illustrated by Eurip. Androm. 392-393, 
rjv друфу ádeis | wpós тфу тєАєџтуи %стерау одсау фер): by 
4феутес the writer means “leaving behind,” and by ферореда 
“let us advance.” “Афбфш might even mean “to omit” (“not 
mentioning "); it is so used with Adyov (=to pass over without 
mentioning), e.g. in Plutarch's az sent respublica gerenda sit, 18, 
GAN’ ádévres, ei. Во“Хе, Tov йтостфута THs Toditelas Aóyov ёкеуо 
окотбиеу 781 ктА., and even independently (cp. Epict. iv. І. 15, Tov 
uiv Каѓтара трбе тӛ тарбу афбиеу, and Theophrastus, prooem. adeis 
TÒ трооцмабесбал каї тоАА& тері ToU mpáyparos Aéyew). In what 
follows, тӛу тіс &pxfjs той Хр:стой Абүоу is a variant for rà ororxeta 
rns apxns Tov Aoyiwy Tod бео0 (512). Tod Хрсто? is an objective 
genitive; the writer is not thinking of injunctions issued by 
Christ (so Harnack, Constitution and Law of the Church, p. 344). 
Blass follows L in reading Ховтбу after Aóyov—needlessly. 

The use of the бербФиоу metaphor after tis ёрхї$ was natural ; 
it occurs in Epictetus (11. 15. 8, ой 0єє: THY 4рхйу oTHoaL каї TOV 
бєнёМмоу) and in Philo (de spec. leg. ii. 13, apxyv тахту ВаХАо- 
pevos Фотер Өєре№ду teva). Indeed the OeuéAiov metaphor is 
particularly common in Philo, as, e.g., in the de vita contempl. 
476 (Еукратвау дё aep тид бер.Өмоу mpokarajaAXópevow Wvyijs). 
This basis (Өєре№оу) of Christian instruction 15 now described ; 
the contents are arranged in three pairs, but, as the middle pair 
are not distinctively Christian ideas (v.?) the writer puts in 


! Compare the motto which Cromwell is said to have written on his 
pocket-bible, ** qui cessat esse melior cessat esse bonus." 
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бабахйу or бібох46. Тһе бФербаоу of instruction consists of 
peravoías . . . Kai miorews (genitives of quality), while ddaynv, 
which is in apposition to it (“I mean, instruction about”), 
controls the other four genitives. Метдуою and тісті, Bartiopoi 
and émüéous xevpàv, дуаставіе and xpipa aidmoy, are the funda- 
mental truths. Метауоа 1 дто is like peravoety атб (Ас 82°), and 
тіпті еті Geov like wuorevew еті (e.g. Wis 12? tva àmraAAayévres THS 
как{а<$ murTevowpev ёті се, күре). These two requirements were 
foremost in the programme of the Christian mission. "The other 
side of repentance is described in 01% пбоо paddAov то aipa тої 
Христо? . . . kaÜapie түу ovvelðnow 7 шду dro уекрфу épyov eis TO 
Aarpevew Gew Covre, where the last word indicates that vexpà ёруа 
mean the conduct of those who are outside the real life and 
service of God. Practically, therefore, уекра ёруа are sins, as the 
Greek fathers assumed; the man who wrote 11% (бє... 
dpaptias) would hardly have hesitated to call them such. Не 
has coined this phrase to suggest that such épya have no principle 
of life in them,? or that they lead to death. Тһе origin of the 
phrase has not been explained, though Chrysostom and Oecu- 
menius were right in suggesting that the metaphor of 9 was 
derived from the contamination incurred by touching a corpse 
(see Nu 101% 3119). Its exact meaning is less clear. Тһе one 
thiug that is clear about it is that these еруа уекра were not 
habitual sins of Christians ; they were moral offences from which 
a man had to break away, in order to become a Christian at all. 
They denote not the lifeless, formal ceremonies of Judaism, but 
occupations, interests, and pleasures, which lay within the sphere 
of moral death, where, as a contemporary Christian writer put it 
(Eph 2!), pagans lay vexpot rots тараттшмасау kai rais дарартіалс. 
The phrase might cover Jewish Christians, if there were any 
such in the community to which this homily is addressed, but it is 
a general phrase. Whatever is evil is vexpov, for our author, and 
épya уєкра render any Christian т(стів or Хатреуеу impossible 
(cp. Expositor, Тап. 1918, рр. 1-18), because they belong to the 
profane, contaminating sphere of the world. 

In v.? беу» 15 read, instead of 8$i8ay$s, by В ѕуг"" and 
the Old Latin, a very small group—yet the reading is probably 


1 According to Philo (de Абғай. 2, 3), next to hope, which is the &px7 
perovalas ағуабду, comes ў еті ашартауомеуо( werdvora kal Велтішдіз. Only, 
he adds (2220, 4), repentance is second to reXecórgs, ca ep kal dvdcov a aros 
7 трде Ü'ycelav é£ áa0evelas ueraBoNi . . . 76 amó Twos xpóvov BeNrlwats lov 
ағуабӛ» ейфио05 Vvxíjs dort uù rots matdixots ётіцєуоўстѕ АЛХ adporépas xai 
avdpos Üvrws ppovýuacıv émiroóoqs eUóuov xarácTacw [Vvxtjs] кай тр $avracíg 
TOV кад» етітреуо%007)5. 

2 Cp. the use of vexpéds in Epict. iii. 23. 28, xal phy àv ий тата ¿umon ò 
то? ФАХовбфоу Adyos, vekpós ётт kal адтде кай 6 уюу. This passage indicates 
how vexpés could pass from the vivid application to persons (Mt 8°, Lk 15%, 
cp. Col 233), into a secondary application to their sphere and conduct. 
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original; the surrounding genitives led to its alteration into 
ddayns. However, it makes no difference to the sense, which 
reading is chosen. Even óaxrys depends on ÜeuéAwvov as а 
qualifying genitive. But the change of didayyv into ббау$ is 
much more likely than the reverse process. Аабауту follows 
Ваттісрфь like xécpos in І P 33 (évóvoeos ipatiwy кдоров). 
Ваттісро by itself does not mean specifically Christian baptism 
either in this epistle (919) or elsewhere (Mk 7%), but ablutions or 
immersions such as the mystery religions and the Jewish cultus 
required for initiates, proselytes, and worshippers in general. 
The singular might mean Christian baptism (as in Col 212), but 
why does the writer employ the plural here? Not because 
in some primitive Christian circles the catechumen was thrice 
sprinkled or immersed in the name of the Trinity (Didache 7153), 
but because ancient religions, such as those familir to the 
readers, had all manner of purification rites connected with 
water (see on 107). Тһе distinctively Christian uses of water 
had to be grasped by new adherents. ‘That is, at baptism, e.g., 
the catechumen would be specially instructed about the differ- 
ence between this Christian rite, with its symbolic purification 
from sins of which one repented, and (a) the similar rites in 
connexion with Jewish proselytes on their reception into the 
synagogue or with adherents who were initiated into various 
cults, and (7) the ablutions which were required from Christians 
in subsequent worship. Тһе latter practice may be alluded to 
in 107? (AeAovocpevoe TO cõpa дат: кабарф). Justin (4pol. i. 62) 
regards these lustrations of the cults as devilish caricatures of 
real baptism: ка! то Aovrpóv 7) тодто áxojcavres oi Satpoves . . . 
еуірупцсау кай факт беу éavroUs Tors eis та iepà avTOv émtBaivovras 
каї тросчеуал афтоі péAAovtas, AotBas Kal Kvícas dzorecAoUvras 
TéAeov бё kai AoverGar émiÓvras тріу ФАбеу еті то ієра, еуба 
(Opvvrau evepyotor. The етабеоие yxerpav which often followed 
baptism in primitive days (e.g. Ас 81 199), though it is ignored 
by the Didache and Justin, was supposed to confer the holy 
Spirit (see v.t). Tertullian witnesses to the custom (de baptismo, 
18, de carnis resurrectione, 8), and Cyprian corroborates it (Zp. 
Ixxiv. 5, ** manus baptizato imponitur ad accipiendum spiritum 
sanctum”). Тһе rite was employed in blessing, in exorcising, 
and at ‘‘ordination,” afterwards at the reception of penitents 
and heretics; here it is mentioned in connexion with baptism 
particularly (EAR. vi. 4942). 

The subject is discussed in monographs like A. J. Mason's The Relation 
of Confirmation to Baptism (1891), and J. Behm's Die Handauffegung im 
Urchristenthum (1911). 

The final pair of doctrines is ávaeráceos уекрбу кої кріратос 
(214-15 927) аішуіоә (as in Ас 2415 25). Te is added after dvac- 
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ráceos mechanically (to conform with the preceding re) by 8 АС 
K L Lat arm ѕут" Pesh, just as it is added after ВаттосиФу by 
harkl. In the rather elliptical style and loose construction of the 
whole sentence, “ notwithstanding its graceful rhythmical struc- 
ture," it is possible to see, with Bruce (p. 203), “ап oratorical 
device to express a feeling of impatience" with people who need 
to have such principia mentioned. At any rate the writer hastens 
forward. V. 15 not a parenthesis (“ I will do this,” Ze. go over 
such elementary truths with you, ‘‘if God permits,” when I 
reach you, 1373); the тобто refers to the advance proposed in v.!, 
and after тоғдоореу the author adds reverently, “if God permits,” 
éávmep етітретт) 6 005, almost as a contemporary rhetorician 
might say in a pious aside: éàv 2 cwly rò daipoviov yuas (Dion. 
Halicarn. De Admir. Vi dicendi im Dem. $8) ог 60«àv ўра 
фуХалтобутоу üciwweis те Kat àvócovs (De Composit. Verborum, т). 
The papyri show that similar phrases were current in the 
correspondence of the day (cp. Deissmann's Bible Studies, p. Зо), 
and Josephus (422. xx. 11. 2) uses кау Tò Üetov етітретт). 


поијсорєу (+ B К LN т. 2. 5. 6. 33. 69. 88. 216. 218. 221. 226. 242. 
255- 337. 420. 469. 910. 920. 1140. 1516. 1739. 1756, 1827. 1867, 2127. 2143. 
Lat sah boh Chrys.) has been changed into zovjewpev by A C D P arm, etc., 
though the latter may have been originally, like фербивба in v.l, an ortho- 
graphical variant, o and w being frequently confused. 


4 For in the case of people who have been once enlightened, who tasted the 
heavenly Gift, who participated tn the holy Spirit, 9 who tasted the goodness of 
God's word and the powers of the world to come, 9 and then fell away—it zs 
impossible to make them repent afresh, since they crucify the Son of God in 
their own persons and hold him up to obloguy. 7 For “land” which absorbs 
the rain that often falls on tt, and bears ** plants” that are useful to those for 
whom it 25 tilled, receives a blessing from God ; 9 whereas, tf it (sc. 7) Үй) <фғо- 
duces thorns and thistles,” tt is reprobate and on the verge of being cursed—its 
fate ts to be burned. 


Vv.*9 put the reason for тобто moujcopev (У.3), and vv." 8 give 
the reason for à83óvarov . . . dvaxawilew eis perdvoray (vv.*9). 
“Аббуотоу yáp ктА. (v.t); there are four impossible things in the 
epistle: this and the three noted in vv.!? ro* and 139. Tods... 
aiQvos (^ 9) is a long description of people who have been 
initiated into Christianity; then comes the tragic koi поратєс- 
óvras. What makes the latter so fatal is explained in (v.9) 
ауостаоробутое . . . торабегүратібоғтав. Logically пами дуа- 
каш еш ets petdvorcay Ought to come immediately after á8óvorov 
yáp, but the writer delayed the phrase in order to break up the 
sequence of participles. Тһе passage 1s charged with an austerity 
which shows how seriously the writer took life. Seneca quotes 
(Ер. xxii. g-11) to Lucilius the saying of Epicurus, that ‘it is 
irksome always to be starting life over again,” and that “they live 
badly who are always beginning to live.” The reason is: “quia 
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semper illis imperfecta vita est." But our writer takes a much 
more sombre view of the position of his friends. Не urges 
them to develop their ideas of Christianity. ‘‘You need some 
one to teach you the rudimentary lessons of the faith all over 
again,” he had said. “Yes,” he now adds, “and in some cases 
that is impossible. Relaying a foundation of repentance, etc. ! 
That cannot be done for deliberate apostates.” The implication 
is that his readers are in danger of this sin, as indeed he has 
hinted already (in 37-414), and that one of the things that is 
weakening them is their religious inability to realize the supreme 
significance of Jesus. То remain as they are 15 fatal; it means 
the possibility of a relapse altogether. “ Соте on,” the writer 
bids them, “ог if you do not you will fall back, and to fall back 
is to be ruined." Тһе connexion between this passage and the 
foregoing, therefore, is that to rest content with their present 
elementary hold upon Christian truth is to have an inadequate 
grasp of it; the force of temptation is so strong that this rudi- 
mentary acquaintance with it will not prevent them from falling 
away altogether, and the one thing to ensure their religious 
position is to see the full meaning of what Jesus is and does. 
'This meaning he is anxious to impart, not as an extra but as an 
essentia. Тһе situation is so serious, he implies, that only 
those who fully realize what Jesus means for forgiveness and 
fellowship will be able to hold out. And once you relapse, he 
argues, once you let go your faith, it is fatal; people who de- 
liberately abandon their Christian confession of faith are beyond 
recovery. Such a view of apostasy as a heinous offence, which 
destroyed all hope of recovery, is characteristic of IIpós “ЕВра(охс. 
It was not confined to this writer. That certain persons could 
not repent of their sins was, ¢.g., an idea admitted in rabbinic 
Judaism. “Over and over again we have the saying: ‘For him 
who sins and causes others to sin no repentance is allowed or 
possible’ (Aboth v. 26; Sanhedrin, 1074). “Не who is wholly 
given up to sin is unable to repent, and there is no forgiveness 
to him for ever’ (Midrash Tehillim on Ps т ad jin.).”1 There 
is a partial parallel to this passage in the idea thrown out by 
Philo in de agricultura, 28, as he comments upon Gn 920: 
“Noah began to till the earth.” Evidently, says Philo, this 
means that he was merely working at the арха. of the subject. 
'Apxi] 6, ó тәу таХалбу Абуов, рату то? таутов, ÖS àv juice pos 
то теХое афєстткоа, oU py тросуеуореуоу каї rò арёас бах 
ToÀAÀdkis peyda m0ÀXXovs EBrAaWev. | His point is that it 
is dangerous to stop short in any moral endeavour. But our 
author is more rigorous in his outlook. His warning is modified, 
however. (а) Тї is put in the form of a general statement. 
! C. Ө. Montefiore, in Jewish Quarterly Review (1904), p. 225. 
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(6) It contains a note of encouragement in v.’; and (c) it is at 
once followed up by an eager hope that the readers will dis- 
appoint their friend and teacher's fear (v.°). In the later church 
this feature of IIpós 'Effpaíovs entered into the ecclesiastical 
question of penance (cp. ERE. ix. 716, and Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, iv. 321 f.), and seriously affected the vogue of the 
epistle (cp. Introd. p. xx). 

The fourfold description of believers (< 5%) begins with dag 
фотиобеутас, where фетиобеутае corresponds to Ха еу тўи етіу- 
vogiuw THs GAÀ9Ücías (1026), in the general sense of LXX (e.g. 
Рв 118!9 у dyAwots TOv Adywr cov фотие, Kal сәуетей viyréovs), 
ie. “enlightened” in the sense of having their eyes opened 
(Eph 118) to the Christian God. Subsequently, earlier even than 
Justin Martyr, the verb, with its noun фот:с uós, came to be used 
of baptism specifically (cp. ÆRE. viii. 54, 55). "Azaé is pre- 
fixed, in contrast to тау (у.б); once for all men enter Christi- 
anity, it is an experience which, like their own death (977) and 
the death of Jesus (979), can never be repeated. In kaddv yeuca- 
p.évous беоб рӯро ( experienced how good the gospel 15”) the con- 
struction resembles that of Herod. vii. 46, where the active voice 
is used with the accusative (ó è 0ебе yAvkvv yevoas Tov aidva, 
$Üovepós èv atta etpioxerar éov), and the adj. is put first: “(ће 
deity, who let us taste the sweetness of life (or, that life is 
sweet), is found to be spiteful in so doing." The similar use of 
the middle here as in Pr 20% and Jn 2? probably points to the 
same meaning (cp. however, Déat. 2016-2018), ze. practically 
as if it were ore ктА. (cp. Ps 348 увйсасбе каї ідете OTe Xparós 
ô kúpos, I P 29), in contrast to the more common construction 
with the genitive (v.* 29). Тһе writer uses genitive and accusa- 
tive indifferently, for the sake of literary variety ; and «aAóv here 
is the same as калоў® іп 51%  l'evcapévous ктА. recalls the parti- 
ality of Philo for this metaphor (e.g. de Abrah. 19; de Somniis, 
i. 26), but indeed it is common (cp. e.g. Jos. Ant. iv. 6. 9, бтаё 
rò véov yevoapevoy беуікду eOicpav  àmAQjoros афти еуефорейто) 
throughout contemporary Hellenistic Greek as a metaphor for 
experiencing. Probably yeucapévous . . . émovpavtou, peróxous 

. åyíov, and кайду vyeucapévous aidvos are three rhetorical 
expressions for the initial experience described in drag фотосу: 
tas. “Тһе heavenly Gift” (тўс wpeâs т)6 érovpaviov) may be 
the Christian salvation in general, which is then viewed as the 
impartation of the holy Spirit, and finally as the revelation of the 
higher world which even already is partly realized in the experi- 
ence of faith. Note that dwriobévras is followed by yevoapévous 
ктА., as the light-metaphor is followed by the food-metaphor 
in Philo’s (de fuga et invent. 25) remarks upon the manna 
(Ex 1615: 16); у) dela сута айту) тіу братикфу оҳи фот(бе re 
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kai OpoU kai yAvkaiver . . . тою ÓujOvras kai TewOvras каћо- 
kayabias édósvovca. Also, that Suvápets те péAAovros aiàvos ! in- 
cludes the thrilling experiences mentioned іп 2*. Тһе dramatic 
turn comes іп (у.6) каї mapameoóvras. lapazüzrew is here used 
in its most sinister sense; it corresponds to атостууоы (312), and 
indeed both verbs are used in the LXX to translate the same 
term 5yp. Тһе usage in Wis 6° (ит таратестте) 12? (rovs 
таратіттсоутав) paves the way for this sense of a deliberate 
renunciation of the Christian God, which is equivalent to екоуо(ю5 
dpaptave іп 10%. The sin against the holy Spirit, which Jesus 
regarded as unpardonable, the mysterious ápapría троѕ бауатоу 
of т Jn 516, and this sin of apostasy, are on the same level. Тһе 
writer never hints at what his friends might relapse into. 
Anything that ignored Christ was to him hopeless. 

'ABóvarov (sc. есті) is now (у.б) taken up іп àvakawttew (for 
which Paul prefers the form dvaxawotv), a LXX term (e.g. Ps 
5112) which is actually used for the Christian start in Ше by 
Barnabas (61! ávaxeauvícas pâs èv TH apece TOV арарт:оу), and 
naturally of the divine action. Mddw is prefixed for emphasis, 
as іп Isokr. Aveopag. 3, тїз &ҳдраѕ THs mpos Tov Вас:Хєа талу 
ávakekauvia LEVYS. 

There have been various, vain efforts to explain the apparent harshness of 
the statement. Erasmus took áó/varov (like d=difficile) as ‘‘ difficult” ; 
Grotius said it was impossible “© per legem Mosis”; others take dvaxawvlfew 
to mean “ keep on renewing,” while some, like Schoettgen, Bengel, and 
Wickham, fall back on the old view that while men could not, God might 
effect it. But even the last-named idea is out of the question. If the writer 
thought of any subject to dvaxawlfev, it was probably a Christian біб4ска ов 
like himself; but the efforts of such a Christian are assumed to be the channel 
of the divine power, and no renewal could take place without God. There 
is not the faintest suggestion that a second repentance might be produced b 
God when human effort failed. The tenor of passages like 1028 and 12 
tells finally against this modification of the language. А similarly ominous 
tone is heard in Philo's comment on Nu 30!° in guod deter. pot. insid. ДО: 
phoouev Otávouav . . . ёкВєВ\сбдо kal xypav беой, Hres 7) "yovàs Өєіаѕ ov 
rapeüé£aro 1) rapaóezauévy éxovalus а005 «Еш Асе... h 0 dma ðıatevx- 
дєїса kal dtorxicOeioa ws Eorovdos uéxpu той таутде aldvos ékreró£evrai, els тду 
ápxatov olkov éraveA0etv абууатойао, 

'The reason why a second repentance is impossible is given 
in дғастаоробутаб . . . торобегүрат(фоутов, where ávaoravpobvras 
is used instead of cravpovrras, for the sake of assonance (after 
àvakawitew), but with the same meaning. “Avacravpoty simply 
means “to crucify,” as, e.g., in Plato's Gorgias, 28 (rois аўто? етібФу 

1 Tertullian's translation, “© occidente iam aevo" (de Pudicitia, 20) shows 
that his Greek text had omitted a line by accident : 

NOYZOYPHAAAAYN 
AMEIZTEMEAA 
ONTOSAIWNOCKAT, 


t.e. dur[duers Te néAM]ovros alvos, 
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та4бае те кої yvvaika TO €gXaTov ávagTavpoÓO5 1 karamwrToÓT) ; 
Thucyd. i. 110 (Ivapws . . . тродоста Ауфбвв áveoravpo1) ; 
Josephus (Azz. xi. б. то, àvaeravpocat тоу Mapdoyaiov), etc. The 
дуа = sursum, not rursum, though the Greek fathers (e.g. Chrys. 
ті бе €or ávaa ravpoUvras ; душбеу mdv сталуроФутас), and several 
of the versions (e.g. vg ‘‘rursum crucifigentes"), took it in the sense 
of re-crucify. “Eaurots: it is /Le/z crucifixion of Jesus. “Тһе 
thought is that of wilfulness rather than of detriment " (Vaughan). 

In the story of Jesus and Peter at Rome, which Origen mentions as part 
of the Acts of Paul (zz Joh. xx. 12), the phrase, ‘(о be crucified over again” 
occurs in а dien sense (Texte и Unlers, ххх. 3, pp. 271-272). Ка46 
KÜptos айтор elmev* ela épxopat els THY Péyyr aravpwb ivar. Ка? ó Петров ейтеу 
айта” Kúpte, тада) oTaupove a ; elev атф” val, Петре, там» ттаъройиа. 


Origen, quoting this as “Аушбеу uéXNo atavpotc@at, holds that such is the 
meaning of ávacravpobv in Не 65, 


The meaning of the vivid phrase is that they put Jesus out 
of their life, they break off all connexion with him ; he is dead to 
them. ‘This is the decisive force of стохрододо іп Gal 614, Тһе 
writer adds an equally vivid touch in xoi тарабегурат!боута$ 
(--тбу иду єой karararýoas krÀ., 10°°)—as if he 15 not worth 
their loyalty! "Their repudiation of him proclaims to the world 
that they consider him useless, and that the best thing they can 
do for themselves is to put him out ot their life. Парабегү- 
рат бе is used in its Hellenistic sense, which is represented by 
тібеуац eis Tapaderypa in the LXX (Nah eu i the term 
was already associated with impaling (cp. Nu 25* wapaderyparicov 
ато? Kvpio),! but our author does not use it in the LXX sense 

of * make an example of" (by punishing) ; ; the idea is of exposing 
to contemptuous ignominy, in public (as in Mt 119), 


The Bithynians who had renounced Christianity proved to Pliny their 
desertion by maligning Christ—one of the things which, as he observed, no 
real Christian would do (‘f quorum nihil posse cogi dicuntur qui sunt re vera 
Christiani"). **Omnes . . . Christi male dixerunt." When the proconsul 
urges Polykarp to abandon Christianity, he tells the bishop, Noðópnoov тду 
Хриотб» (Alart. Poly&. ix. 3). Тһе language of Mpés‘ EBpatous i is echoed in 
the saying of Jesus quoted in 4052. Const. vi. 18: orol вісі тері Фу kal ò 
KUptos тгікрФе Kal алтотбшоѕ &тєфтато Хеүшу Ort elol Wevddxpiora kal ү/еубоді- 
баскаХов, ol ВАасфтилсартев тб туейио THs Xápvros kai атоттдсартез THY тар 
айто0 бшрейу pera ту ҳари, ois ойк apeOjoerar одте еу то аіФи тойт ойте év 
TQ АФӘорты. In Sir 31% (Ваттіббиеуов amò vexpod kai тацу алттдивуов аїтой, 
ті wpernoev TQ NovTpw атой ;) the allusion 15 to the taboo-law of Nu 191} 12, 
the parallel is verbal rather than real. But there is a true parallel in 
Mongolian Buddhism, which ranks five sins as certain **to be followed by a 
hell of intense sufferings, and that without cessation . . . patricide, matricide, 
killing a Doctor of Divinity (2.6. а lama), bleeding Buddha, sowing hatred 
among priests. . . . Drawing blood from the body of Buddha is a figurative 
expression, after the manner of Не 6°” (J. Gilmour, Among the Mongols, 
рр. 233, 234). 


1 In alluding to the gibbeting law of Dt 21%, Josephus (Bell. Jud. iv. 
5. 2) speaks of àvaeravpotv. 
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In the little illustration (уу.?- 8), which corresponds to what Jesus 
might have put in the form of a parable, there are reminiscences 
of the language about God's curse upon the ground (Gn 3!^ 18): 
émukaráparos 1 yr . . . акагбов kai tpiBorovs dvareAct, and also of 
the words in Gn 112 каї é&yveyxev 7) ут) Doravqv xóprov, though the 
writer uses екфереу for àvaréAAew, and prefers тікте to екфересу 
(in v.7). "Theimage of a plot or field is mentioned by Quintilian 
(Znstit. Orat. v. 11. 24) as a common instance of the rapaßoàj : 
‘ut, si animum dicas excolendum, similitudine utaris terrae quae 
neglecta spinas ас dumos, culta fructus creat." The best Greek 
instance is in Euripides (Hecuba, 592 f.: оҰкоуу белу, ei уї меу 
как) | тоҳоёса kapo? бедбеу eb aráxvv фёрє, | xenoTH 6” брартодо' 
бу Хрефу аётђи Tvxetv | какбу didwot картоу kvÀ.). Пиобва of land, 
as, eg., in Dt 1141 уй... ёк тоб vero? той ођрауо? ierat 0дор : 
Is 5510 etc. Ав eüferos generally takes eis with the accusative, it 
is possible that тіктоосо was meant to go with éxewots. Гєшруєітох, 
of land being worked or cultivated, is a common term in the papyri 
(e.g. Syll. 4299 та те xopía ei yewpyetrar) as well as in the LXX. 

(а) Origen's homiletical comment (Р2 осайа, xxi. 9) is, rà *ywópeva Vd той 
Geo repáarta olovel erós ести" al бе mpoarpécers ai бийфоров olovel 7 yeyewpyn- 
pév "үй есті kai 7) hueNnuévn, шӯ TH фісе ws уў Tvyxávovea—an idea similar 
to that of Jerome (¢ractatus de psalmo xcvi., Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 90: 
“© apostolorum epistolae nostrae pluviae sunt spiritales. Quid enim dicit Paulus 
in epistola ad Hebraeos? "Terra enim saepe venientem super se bibens imbrem, 
et reliqua"). (2) The Mishna directs that at the repetition of the second of the 
Eighteen Blessings the worshipper should think of the heavy rain and pray for 
it at the ninth Blessing (Berachoth, 51), evidently because the second declares, 
** Blessed art thou, O Lord, who restorest the dead " (rain quickening the earth), 
and the ninth runs, ** Bless to us, О Lord our God, this year and grant usa 
rich harvest and bring a blessing on our land.” Also, “© on the occasion of the 
rains and good news, one says, Blessed be He who is good and does good ” 
(Berachoth, 9?). Ср. Marcus Aurelius, v. 7, exh’ A@nvalwy' боор, бсо, à pire 
Led, Kara тїз аробрав ris Аблуаішу kai rv тебішу. 

МетаХорһфауев ( = participate in) is not a LXX term, but occurs 
in this sense in Wis 18? etc. ; eüNoytas occurs again in 1217 (of Esau 
the apostate missing his edAoyia), and there is a subtle suggestion 
here, that those alone who make use of their divine privileges are 
rewarded. What the writer has in mind is brought out in у.10; 
that he was thinking of the Esau-story here is shown by the 
reminiscence of дуро? dv (ФАбууосеу Kópws (Gn 277). 

The reverse side of the picture is now shown (v.8). 


Commenting on Gn 318 Philo fancifully plays on the derivation of the word 
tpiBodos (like ** trefoil”): ёкастоу дё TOv табоу rptóNa etpnkev, ёте? rperrá 
естіу, айтб те kal TÒ moujrukóv Kal тд ёк тойтоу атотёћєсра (leg. а ер. 39). 
Не also compares the eradication of evil desires in the soul toa gardener or 
farmer burning down weeds (de Agric. 4, таут еккбүш, ёктєшд . . . kal èm- 
кайтш kal ras pitas айтди ёфиєїт' бург TOv Уатдтоу ris "үйе ФАоуде фатлу); but 
in our epistle, as in Jn 156, the burning isa final doom, not a process of severe 
discipline. 


6 
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"Аббкіров is used as іп 1 Co 97? ; the moral sense breaks 
through, as in the next clause, where the meaning of eis кабсіу 
may be illustrated by Dt 29?? and by Philo's more elaborate 
description of the thunderstorm which destroyed Sodom (de Ағай. 
27); God, he says, showered a blast ovy %батос аААа търб< upon 
the city and its fields, by way of punishment, and everything was 
consumed, етей бе rà еу avepQ кої ӛтер yis ravra катауаћосєу 
7 prog, 107 каї тту уђи айтуу éxate . . . ӛтер тоў pnd а006 
тотє kaprov éveykety 1) ХХоуфорђсо тб таратау добуш. The 
metaphor otherwise is inexact, for the reference cannot be to the 
burning of a field in order to eradicate weeds; our author is 
thinking of final punishment ( = xpíuaros aiwviov, 62), which he 
associates as usual with fire (1079.27 122%), The moral applica- 
tion thus impinges on the figurative sketch. The words karápas 
éyyós actually occur in Aristides (Оға/. іл Kom. 370: тб piv 
трохорегу avrots à éBovXovro, 4шл)уауоу каї karápas éyyvs).! ‘There 
is no thought of mildness in the term éyyvs, it being used, as in 
815, of imminent doom, which is only a matter of time. Mean- 
while there is the éxdoy7 (1027). 

Later on, this conception of unpardonable sins led to the whole 
system of penance, which really starts from the discussion by 
Hermas in the second century. But for our author the unpardon- 
able sin is apostasy, and his view is that of a missionary. Modern 
analogies are not awanting. Thus, in Dr. С. Warneck's book, 
The Living Forces of the Gospel (p. 248), we read that “the Battak 
Christians would have even serious transgressions forgiven; but 
if a Christian should again sacrifice to ancestors or have anything 
to do with magic, no earnest Christian will speak in his favour ; 
he is regarded as one who has fallen back into heathenism, and 
therefore as lost." 


3 Though I say this, beloved, I feel sure you will take the better? course 
that means salvation. ° God is not unfair; he will not forget what you have 
done, or the love you have shown for his sake in ministering, as you still do, to 
the saints. M Jt ts my heart’s desire that each of you would prove equally keen 
upon realizing your full (тАчрофоріау, 10?) hope to the very епа, 12 so that 
instead of being slack you may imitate those who inherit the promises by their 
steadfast faith, 


The ground for his confident hope about his ‘‘ dear friends " 
(Tyndale, у.9) lies in the fact that they are really fruitful (v.”) in 
what is the saving quality of a Christian community, viz. brotherly 
love (v.!°). Тһе God who blesses a faithful life (v.7) will be sure 
to reward them for that; stern though he may be, in punishing 
the disloyal, he never overlooks good service. Only (vv.H- 17), 

1 Cp. Eurip. Hippolytus, 1070: aiat, трде бтар" бакрйш>» ёүүў< тбде. 

2 For some reason the softer linguistic form xpelecova is used here, as at 
10%, in preference to xpeírrova. 
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the writer adds, put as much heart and soul into your realization 
of what Christianity means as you are putting into your brotherly 
love; by thus taking the better course, you are sure of God's 
blessing. Ав &yamwqrot indicates (the only time he uses it), the 
writer's affection leads him to hope for the best; he is deeply 
concerned about the condition of his friends, but he does not 
believe their case is desperate (у.*). Не has good hopes of them, 
and he wishes to encourage them by assuring them that he still 
believes in them. We may compare the remarks of Seneca to 
Lucilius, . 2. xxix. 3, about a mutual friend, Marcellinus, about 
whom both of them were anxious. Seneca says he has not yet 
lost hope of Marcellinus. For wisdom or philosophy “is an art; 
let it aim at some definite object, choosing those who will make 
progress (profecturos) and withdrawing from those of whom it 
despairs—yet not abandoning them quickly, rather trying drastic 
remedies when everything seems hopeless.” Elsewhere, he 
encourages Lucilius himself by assuring him of his friend's 
confidence and hope (Ер. xxxii. 2: “habeo quidem fiduciam non 
posse te detorqueri mansurumque in proposito"), and, in con- 
nexion with another case, observes that he will not be deterred 
from attempting to reform certain people (22. xxv. 2): “І would 
rather lack success than lack faith." 

In каї (epexegetic) éxopeva (sc. траумата) вөттріас, éxóp.eva, 
thus employed, is a common Greek phrase (cp. e.g. Marc. 
Aurel. i. 6, оса тоғадта тї ЕЛА) dywyns ехдияуа: Musonius 
(еа. Hense), Am тей Tabelas éxdpeva (0.20. èxópevov): Philo, de 
Agric. 22, тд бе kaprepías kai cwppoorivys . . . éxópevo) for what 
has a bearing upon, or is connected with; here, for what pertains 
to and therefore promotes cwrnpia (the opposite of катдро 
and кайт). Тһе reason for this confidence, with which he 
seeks to hearten his readers, lies in their good record of practical 
service (rov épyov uv ктА.) which God is far too just to ignore. 
After all, they had some fruits as well as roots of Christianity 
(v.19). кл is an infinitive of conceived result (Burton's 
Moods and Tenses, 3716; Blass, 5 391. 4), instead of iva c. subj., 
AS, €.g., in I Jn 19, or wate c. infinitive ; ср en Cyrop. IV. 1. 20, 
dixatos el opcre ioc The text of тоб épyou брбу каї тї 
бүйтті was soon harmonized with that of 1 Th 1° by the in- 
sertion of vo? котоу after xai (so D° K L 69*. 256. 205 TOII". 
2005. 2127 boh Theodoret, etc.). The relative jv after àyámms 
has been attracted into the genitive js (as іп 97). Опе practi- 
cal form of this Staxovety is mentioned іп 10° °4, Неге eis 
TÒ буора адто0 goes closely with Siakovýoavres ктА., as well as 
with évedetgacGe, in the sense of “for his sake." In Zzz£e Adoth, 


1 See Dolon’s remark in the Rhesus of Euripides (161, 162): ойкобу movet 
Ме Хр), тоғобута 0 йоу шо0ду фёрєс бал. 


84 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS (ҮІ. 10, 11. 


216, R. Jose's saying 1s quoted, “Тег all thy works be done for 
the sake of heaven” (literally avy, Ze. eis буора, as here and іп 
Ign. Rom. 9? 7) ғдуату tov ékkàņyorov ту бебамеушу pe eis Óvopa 
“осо? Христо). Tots dytots, the only place (except 13?) where 
the writer uses this common term for *'fellow-Christians " ; God 
will never be so unjust as to overlook kindness shown to “his 
own.” 

The personal affection of the writer comes out not only in 
the dyamnrot of v.?, but again (у.1) in the deep émvp.oüpev, a 
term charged with intense yearning (as Chrysostom says, zratpuxys 
ф:Хостору‹аѕ), and in the individualizing ёкаето» (cp. 31%1%)) He 
is urgent that they should display thy aórijv ттоиблу with regard 
to their Christian éAmis as they display in the sphere of their 
Christian àyá&mq. This does not mean that he wishes them to be 
more concerned about saving their own souls or about heaven 
than about their duties of brotherly love; his point is that the 
higher knowledge which he presses upon their minds is the one 
security for a Christian life at all. Just as Paul cannot assume 
that the warm mutual affection of the Thessalonian Christians 
implied a strict social morality (see below on 134), or that the 
same quality in the Philippian Christians implied moral dis- 
crimination (Ph 1?) so our author pleads with his friends to 
complete their brotherly love by a mature grasp of what their 
faith implied. Не reiterates later on the need of фАабеАфоа 
(131), and he is careful to show how it is inspired by the very 
devotion to Christ for which he pleads (101??*). ПАчрофорка (not 
a LXX term) here is less subjective than in 1022 where it denotes 
the complete assurance which comes from a realization of all 
that is involved in some object. Here it is the latter sense of 
fulness, scope and depth in their—éAzá.! This is part and 
parcel of the reA«órgs to which he is summoning them to 
advance (6). The result of this grasp of what is involved in 
their faith will be (у.12) a vigorous constancy, without which even 
а kindly, unselfish spirit is inadequate. For év8eik«vua0a. oov81]y 
compare Herodian's remark that the soldiers of Severus in A.D. 
193 тасау éveOe(kvvvro mpoÜvuíav Kat oovósv (ii. то. 19), Magn. 
539! (ill. B.C.), атдбабіму movovpevos THs тері та péywrra. стомбй5, 
and Syll. 342*! (i. B.C.) т» иеуістпу Фубекузтал amovógv eis THY 
vmép THs татрідоѕ owryptav. The Greeks used the verb as we use 
“display,” in speaking of some inward quality. This ardour 
has to be kept up дұры tédous (cp. pseudo-Musonius, £7. 1, in 
Hercher’s Æpistolog. Graeci, дот f.: typodvras 8ё Hv €xovar viv 
mpdbecw axpt тӨХоһе фдософфсад); it is the sustained interest 
in essential Christian truth which issues practically іп pakpoĝupia 
(v.12), or in the confident attitude of hope (36 14). 

1 For é\mldos, rlorews is read іп W 1867. 
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Aristotle, in AZe/. ii. 19. 5, argues that ob 7 dpxy divarac yevéo@at, xal 
rò réNos: ovdev yap ylyveras od Apxerat ylyvecbac Tov абуғатшу, a paradox 
which really means that ‘‘if you want to know whether the end of any course 
of action, plan, scheme, or indeed of anything—is possible, you must look to 
the beginning : beginning implies end: if it can be begun, it can also be 
brought to an end " (Cope). 

In v.!2 the appeal is rounded off with tva qj ve0poi үвтодє, 
that you may not prove remiss (repeating уоброг from 511, but 
in a slightly different sense: they are to be alert not simply to 
understand, but to act upon the solid truths of their faith), 
wipntat 86 «rà. Hitherto he has only mentioned people who 
were a warning; now he encourages them by pointing out that 
they had predecessors in the line of loyalty. This incentive is 
left over for the time being; the writer returns to it in his 
panegyric upon faith in chapter 11. Meanwhile he is content 
to emphasize the steadfast faith (т/стеов xai накробушав, a 
hendiadys) that characterizes this loyalty. Макробиріо means 
here (as in Ja 576) the tenacity with which faith holds out. 
Compare Menander's couplet (Kock's Com. Attic. Fragm. 549); 
дубротов bv мубетоте riv àÀvmíav | airo? тора Oev, dAAG civ 
ракробушау, and Test. Jos. 2* péya фариакду éotw 1) pakpoĝvpia | 
каї oÀAà åyaĝà Sidwow 7) тороу. But this aspect of тті 15 
not brought forward till 10%", after the discussion of the priest- 
hood and sacrifice of Christ. In xAnpovopotvtwy tas émayyedtas 
the writer implies that hope is invariably sustained by a promise 
or promises. He has already mentioned 7 ётаууєАа (41). 
KAnpovopety tas éxayyeAias can hardly mean “get a promise of 
something”; as the appended 8:4 miotews кої рокробир(а< sug- 
gests, it denotes “coming into possession of what is promised.” 
This is proved by the equivalent émétuxe tis ётаүүє\а in У.15, 

Taking Abraham as the first or asa typical instance of steadfast 
faith іп God's promises, the writer now (уу.13:19) lays stress not upon 
the human quality, but upon the divine basis for this undaunted 
reliance. Constancy means an effort. But it 1s evoked by a 
divine revelation; what stirs and sustains it is a word of God. 
From the first the supreme Promise of God has been guaranteed 
by him to men so securely that there need be no uncertainty or 
hesitation in committing oneself to this Hope. The paragraph 
carries on the thought of vv.1--1?; at the end, by a dexterous turn, 
the writer regains the line of argument which he had dropped 
when he turned aside to incite and reprove his readers (511). 


13 For in making a promise to Abraham God ** swore by himself" (since he 
could swear by none greater), 18 ** Г will indeed bless you and multiply you.” 
16 Thus it was (i.e. thanks to the divine Oath) 22а/ Abraham by his steadfast- 
ness obtained (so 1199) what he had been promised. 18 For as! men swear by 





1 То make the connexion clear, some inferior texts (С 0° K L б. 33. 104. 
1610, etc.) add деу. 
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a greater than themselves, and as an oath means to them a guarantee that ends 
any dispute, 17 God, in his desire to afford the heirs of the Promise a special 
proof of the solid character of his purpose, interposed with an oath ; 18 so that 
by these two solid facts (the Promise and the Oath), where it zs impossible for 
God to be false, we refugees might have strong encouragement (rapaxdnow, see 
on 125) Zo sezze the hope set before us, 19 anchoring the soul to tt safe and sure, 
as tt ** enters the inner”? Presence * behind the veil." 


As usual, he likes to give a biblical proof or illustration 
(уу.18: 14), God's famous promise to Abraham, but the main point 
in it is that God ratified the promise with an oath. 


Our author takes the OT references to God’s oath quite naively. Others 
had felt a difficulty, as is shown by Philo’s treatise de Adrahamo (46): ‘‘ God, 
enamoured of this man [7.e. Abraham], for his faith (тістіу) in him, gives him 
in return a pledge (тісто), guaranteeing by an oath (rijv де дркоу BeBalworv) 
the gifts he had promised . . . for he says, ‘I swear by myself’ (Gn 2216)-- 
and with him a word is an oath—for the sake of confirming his mind more 
steadfastly and immovably than ever before.” But the references to God’s 
oaths were a perplexity to Philo; his mystical mind was embarrassed by their 
realism. In de sacrif. Abelis et Cain? (28, 29) he returns to the subject. 
Hosts of people, he admits, regard the literal sense of these OT words as 
inconsistent with God's character, since an oath implies (uaprvpía бєой тері 
трдуматов audisBnrovmévov) God giving evidence in a disputed matter ; 
whereas бє otdév 4бтХоғ ойбё dupi uroóuevov, God's mere word ought to 
be enough: 6 бё @eds kal Муши ті0705 srw, оте Kal rods Nbyous айтай 
BeBatérnros evexa pndev Epxwv баферео. Не inclines to regard the OT 
references to God’s oaths as a condescension of the sacred writer to dull 
minds rather than as a condescension upon God's part. In Zee. A//egor. iii. 72 
he quotes this very passage (Gn 221% 17) adding: єй каї тд dpxw BeBardoat 
thy Отбсҳєсі» kal ӛрко беотретей spas yap ёт: ой каб” érépov durver Oeds, 
ойбеу yap адтоб kpeirrov, adda каб’ Ғолто0, bs ёст: mávrwv üpwros. But he 
feels bound to explain it. Some of his contemporaries had begun to take 
exception to such representations of God, on the ground that God’s word 
required no formal confirmation—it confirmed itself by being fulfilled—and 
that it was absurd (&romov) to speak of God swearing by himself, in order to 
bear testimony to himself.! Philo (2а. 73) attempts to meet this objection 
by urging that only God can bear testimony to himself, since no one else 
knows the divine nature truly ; consequently it is appropriate for him to add 
confirmation to his word, although the latter by itself is amply deserving of 
belief. In Berachoth, 32. 1 (on Ex 3213), it is asked, ** What means 33? R. 
Eleazar answered: ‘Thus saith Moses to God (Blessed be Не !), * Lord of 
all the world, hadst thou sworn by heaven and earth, I would say, even as 
heaven and earth shall perish, so too thine oath shall perish. But now thou 
hast sworn by thy Great Name, which lives and lasts for ever and ever ; so 
shall thine oath also last for ever and ever.’ ” 


Etxe (v.13) with infin --2б0уато as usual. "Оросєу. . . . ei 
ийу...«ӘХоүйоә. Both the LXX (Thackeray, pp. 83, 84) and the 
papyri (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 205 f.) show that eè илуу after 
брадви in oaths is common as ап asseveration; in some cases, 
as here, the classical form 7) jv, from which e илуу arose by 
itacism, is textually possible. The quotation (v.!*) is from the 
promise made to Abraham after the sacrifice of Isaac (Gn 2219.17); 
кат” égavro? броса . . . el uiv ebÀoyàv eüXoyyow ce, kai TÀN: 

1 This is the point raised in Jn 81% 
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бүуоу тАубиуб то атёрра cov. The practical religious value of 
God's promise being thus (v.!5) confirmed is now brought out for 
the present generation (vv.lé£—another long sentence) Kata 
ToU peibovos, Ze. by God. Which, Philo argues, is irreverent: 
асе е ау vou«aÜetev ої $áokovres óuyvva ката Ücov (Leg. Allegor. 
lii. 73), since only swearing by the Name of God is permissible (cp. 
Dt 613), But our author has no such scruples (see above). Апа 
he is quite unconscious of any objection to oaths, such as 
some early Christian teachers felt (e.g. Ja 51?) ; he speaks of the 
practice of taking oaths without any scruples. “Hic locus. . 
docet aliquem inter Christianos jurisjurandi usum esse legiti- 
mum . .. porro non dicit olim fuisse in usu, sed adhuc vigere 
pronuntiat" (Calvin). 'AvnAoytas, dispute or quarrel (the derived 
sense іп 77 ywpis maons àvrÀAoyéías, there is no disputing). Eis 
BeBaicwow only occurs once in the LXX (Lv 257%, but is a 
current phrase in the papyri (cp. Deissmann's Ae Studies, 
163 f.) for “ by way of guarantee”; it is opposed to eis 4бетточу, 
and used here as in Wis 619 zpoaox1) òè vóuav BeBaiwors афбар- 
cias. In Philo (see on v.33) it is the oath which is guaranteed ; 
here the oath guarantees. Тһе general idea of у.17 is that of 
ОСИ B.C. ); бтшв йу eis TOV атаута xpóvov акйуута Kal дрєта- 
бета pévqu та тє тр0е тоу Ücóv тўша kai та проѕ Tov "AÜ5vatov 
фАауброта. "Еу о (= 0:0, Theophylact), such being the case. 
Перісобтероғ, which goes with émdetgar, is illustrated by what Philo 
says in de Abrahamo, 46 (see above): “abundantius quam sine 
juramento factum videretur" (Bengel). It is an equivalent 
for теросаотеров, which, indeed, B reads here. ‘Embeita: (ср. 
Elephantine-Papyri [1907] 17 (iv. B.C.) émióe£áro бё “НрокАє дт 
бт. йу ёука\: Anpntpiat еуаутіоу дудр@у тру) : the verb, which 
is only once used of God in the LXX (Is 377 viv бе éréóe£a 
é£epguooat «буу ктА.), means here “to afford proof of.” Тһе 
writer uses the general plural, tots xAnpovopots т15 ÉmayyeMas,! 
instead of the singular “ Abraham,” since the Proniise in its 
mystical sense applied to the entire People, who had faith 
like that of Abraham. The reference is not specifically to 
Isaac and Jacob, although these are called his cuyxAynpovdpor in 
11% In тӛ áperáOerov ris BouMgs our author evidently chooses 
Bovdjys for the sake of the assonance with Boudépevos. "Aperá- 
бетоб is a synonym for дкйаттов (cp. above on v. and 
Schol. on Soph. Antig. 1027), and, as the papyri show, 
had a frequent connexion with wills in the sense of *'irrevoc- 
able.” Неге, in connexion with jgjovAgs, it implies final 
determination (cp. 3 Mac 5!1 2); the purpose had a fixed 
1 Eusebius once (Dem. iv. 15. 40) omits rs ézayyeMas, and once (ibid. 


v. 3. 21) reads rs Вас:Хеіаѕ, either accidentally or with a recollection of 
[а 2°. 
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character or solidity about it. Тһе verb ёршєсітєосєи (“ inter- 
vened") does not occur in the LXX, and is here used intransi- 
tively, instead of, as usual (cp. eg. Dion. Halic. 422. ix. 59. 5; 
OGZS. 4377 etc.), with some accusative like evvOrkas. In Jos. 
Ant. vii. 8. 5 it is used intransitively, but in the sense of “ inter- 
ceding” (тхесбєс 6 6 Іва)ов kai ту dvdykwqv афто0 катокктеіра 
емесітеусе трбе Tov Вас:Ха). The oath is almost certainly that 
just mentioned. Less probable is the interpretation (Delitzsch, 
Hofmann, M. Stuart, von Soden, Peake, Seeberg, Wickham) 
which regards the oath referred to in уу.1# as the oath in the 
writer's favourite psalm, 110*: 


pO € Kupvos ка} ой peTapednOyoerat 
Xv el lepers els тоу alova ката ту taiv МеХуисебек. 


This oath does refer to the priesthood of Jesus, which the writer 
is about to re-introduce (іп v.2) ; but it is not a thought which 
is brought forward till 77° ?- 28; and the second line of the 
couplet has been already quoted (5°) without any allusion to the 
first. 

In у.18 катафедүву and éXzis are connected, but not as in 
Wis 14° (Noah- 7 ФАтів tod kõopov еті oyxedias, катафууо?са). 
Here, as ё\т(<$ means what is hoped for, Ze. the object of expecta- 
tion, *the only thought is that we are moored to an immoveable 
object" (A. B. Davidson). Тһе details of the anchor-metaphor 
are not to be pressed (v.!°); the writer simply argues that 
we are meant to fix ourselves to what has been fixed for us by 
God and in God. To change the metaphor, our hope roots 
itself in the eternal order. What we hope for is unseen, being 
out of sight, but it is secure and real, and we can grasp it by 
faith. 


(a) Philo (Quaest. in Exod. 22%) ascribes the survival and success of the 
Israelites in Egypt dca тї» еті тд» вотфра беду катафиуўи, ôs €£ атброу Kal 
ádugxávov émiméupas Tiv edepyériv Obvajuv éppícaro ros ікётаѕ. (60) TÓv is 
inserted in у.18 before 0eóv (by к* А C P 33. 1245. 1739. 1827. 2005 Ath. 
Chrys.), probably to harmonize with 0 ĝeós in v." (where 1912 omits 0). But 
бебу (** one who is God ") is quite apposite. 


MapdkAnow goes with xparqoa (aor. = “ seize," rather than 
‘hold fast to," like крате/у in 41%), and ot karad$vuyóvres stands by 
itself, though there 1s no need to conjecture ot ката фуузу óvres = 
in our flight (so J. J. Reiske, etc.) Is not eternal life, Philo 
asks, 1) mpos tò бу катафоут) (de fuga, 15)? In tis mpokerpévns 
é\nidSos, mpokeusévys must have the same sense as in 122; the 
colloquial sense of “ aforesaid,” which is common in the papyri 
(eg. OP. 1275% eis ту mpokievny корту), would be flat. 
“АафоАЯ те koi Befatav reflects one of the ordinary phrases in 
Greek ethics which the writer is so fond of employing. Cp. 
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Plutarch, de comm. not. 10610, kairo. таса karáAqjus еу Ta 
софо kai pvýpn TÒ дофоХ ё Ехоуса Kal (|В Зшоу KTA: ӘСКІШБ Empir. 
adv. log. M. 374, és TO broriÜep.erov ;j %тот(бето: Ве Валюу core 
каї dog@adés: and Philo, guis rer. div. 62, катаА№уфеѕ dodadys Kat 
BeBaia. ‘The &үкөра of hope is safe and sure, as it 15 fixed in 
eternity. All hope for the Christian rests in what Jesus has 
done іп the eternal order by his sacrifice. 


Chrysostom's comment on the ‘‘anchor” metaphor is all that is needed : 
Фостер yap 7) dyxupa «Ғартчбейса той TXolov, ойк афітсєу alto теріферес бой, 
Kay џиріо: wapacadedwotv üveuoi, GAN «Ғартубейса Eedpatoy moet’ ойтш kal ў 
éXrís. Тһе anchor of hope was a fairly common metaphor in the later Greek 
ethic (e.g. Heliod. vii. 25, таса &Xri6os dyxupa mavrolws avégmacrat, and Epict. 
Fragm. (30) 89, ойте ғафу é$ évds ayxuplou ore Plov ек uis Өлтібов оршостеоу), 
but our author may have taken the religious application from Philo, who 
writes (de Sommzts, i. 39),! où xph Karemrrnxévar Tov ӘАтібі Belas cuppaxlas 
Еформобуто (lies JURE. to). He does not use it as a metaphor for stability, 
however, like most of the Greeks from Euripides (e.g. Helena, 277, &yxvpa 
8” 1] Lov Tas TÜXas Фхес бәл) and Aristophanes (e.g. Knights, 1244, Хетт? 
т Aris ёст еф Fs бхобиғяба) onwards, as, e.g., In the most famous use of the 
anchor-metaphor,? that by Pythagoras (Stob. Eclog. 3: тХобтов ácÓevis 
d'ykvpa, ddfa Еті ácÜeveorépa . . . тірєѕ оўу GyKkvpat дурата ; фрбутут\$, 
шеуоХоұлухіа, ávópla* ravras о00еі5 xetuwy caXeóet). 

Suddenly he breaks the metaphor,? in order to regain the 
idea of the priesthood of Jesus in the invisible world. Hope 
enters the unseen world ; the Christian hope, as he conceives it, 
is bound up with the sacrifice and intercession of Jesus in the 
Presence of God, and so he uses language from the ritual of 
Lv 16% about Aaron “ passing inside the veil," or curtain that 
screened the innermost shrine. То this conception he returns 
in 9% after he has described the vital functions of Jesus as 
iepevs (620). For at last he has reached what he regards as the 
cardinal theme of his homily. The first paragraph (7-9), which 
is one long sentence in Greek, applies and expands ets тб» aidva, 
the first note of Melchizedek's priesthood being that it is per- 
petual, thus typifying the priesthood of Jesus. The next is (7*9), 
that it is prior and superior to the levitical priesthood ; this is 


1The comparison between hope and a voyage in de Abrahamo, 9, is 
different: ó àe «ЛтіСсоу, ws айтд SnAot ToÜvoua, №№, édiéuevos меу dei тоў 
каХоб, иђто 0 ёфікёсда: тойтоу OcÓvrvquévos, AAN €orxws Tots mAéovaiw, of 
omevoovTes eis Atuévas karaílpew Ваћаттєйоусіу еуоршісасба uù duvdpevor. 
This is nearer to the thought of Ro 82% 2, 

2 For the anchor as a symbol on tombs, pagan and Christian, see Le 
Blant’s /л5су. Chrét. de Gaule, ii. 158, 312. Contrast with He 6!9.19 the 
bitter melancholy of the epitaph in the Greek Anthology (ix. 49): Aris kai 
ob, Туз, méya xalpere* тд» Миё” eüpov: | ойбеу ерді x’ uw’ malfere тоў 
шет” еше. 

3 A similar mixture of metaphor in Æp. Aristeas, 230 (тё шеу ой биғатбу 
есті ттаісой, пӣс: yap xapiras Естаркав ай BAaorávovatw eÜvotav, ў TÀ иб үтто, 
TOv ÜmrAwv Katisxvovoa TepiNauBávec THY меуістіу дофАХвоу), and Philo, de 
praemiis, 2 (rarus 8 à пойтах amópos естіу éNrs, ў птү? тӘу Blwy). 
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implied in the former claim, but the writer works it out fancifully 
from the allusion to tithes. 


20 There (бтоу for the classical ror) Jesus entered for us in advance, when 
he became highpriest “for ever with the rank of Melchizedek” |! For 
** Melchizedek, the king of Salem, a priest of the Most High God," who '* met 
Abraham on his return from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him”. — 
? who had “а tenth part (Sexdrny, sc. potpav) of everything” assigned him by 
Abraham—this Melchizedek is (sc. Gv) primarily a ‘‘ king of righteousnes.” 
(that is the meaning of his name); then, besides that, “king of Salem” 
(which means, king of peace). 3 He has neither father nor mother nor gene- 
alogy, neither a beginning to his days nor an end to his life, but, resembling 
the Son of God, continues to be '* priest” permanently. 


This paragraph and that which follows (уу.4:9) are another 
little sermon, this time on the story of Gn 14180, In 620_73 
the writer starts from the idea that Jesus is аруиерезе eis тбу 
aiava ката түу тағу MeAyioedéx, and shows how the Melchizedek 
priesthood was eis тбу aidva, 2.6. explaining Ps r1o* from Gn 
14180 Еіо4Абеу in 620 is explained later, in 912%; Mpd8popos 
recalls dpxnyds (219, with its suggestion of pioneering. ‘The 
term is only used in the LXX of the days éapos, тробромов 
orapvAys (Nu 1372), or of early fruit (ðs tpddpopos avxov, Is 284); 
the present sense occurs, however, in Wis 129, where wasps or 
hornets are called the mpdé8popor of God's avenging host. Тһе 
thought here is of Christ entering heaven as we are destined to 
do, after him, once like him (59) we are “ perfected.” ^ Vv.*3 
in ch. 7 are another of the writer's long sentences: oros ó Me- 
Ххісебек . . . pévev iepeüs eis TÒ біууекес is the central thought, 
but the subject 15 overloaded with quotations and comments, 
including a long pév . . . бе clause. Тһе length of the sentence 
and the difficulty of applying péver iepeùs eis rò біууекб to 
Melchizedek have led some editors to make Jesus the subject of 
the sentence: otros (Jesus) yàp (6 МєАҳ:седєк . . . rà vig Oeod) 
ever tepevs eis тоу aiàva. But the obros, as v.* shows, is 
Melchizedek, and the theory is wrecked upon v.8, for it is quite 
impossible to take еке ктА. as “іп the upper sanctuary (sc. ести”) 
there is One of whom the record is that He lives." "There is a 
slight but characteristic freedom at the very outset in the use of 
the story, e.g. in ó ouvaytyoas ктА. Тһе story implies this, but 
does not say it. It was the king of Sodom who é$3AÓev eis 
cvvárrgow ойтФ pera TÒ vroaTpéja, афтоу ато THs кот), but as 
Melchizedek is immediately said to have brought the conquering 
hero bread and wine, our writer assumed that he also met 
Abraham. 


An interesting example of the original reading being preserved in an 
inferior group of MSS is afforded by ó evvavrsas (C* L P). The variant 
ôs cvvarvrjcas (ч AB C? D К W 33. 436. 794. 1831. 1837. 1912), which 
makes a pointless anacolouthon, was due to the accidental reduplication of C 
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(OCCYN for OCYN), though attempts have been made to justify this 
reading by assuming an anacolouthon in the sentence, or a parenthesis in 
ds... 'Afpaán, or carelessness on the part of the writer who began with a 
relative and forgot to carry on the proper construction. Some curious 
homiletic expansions have crept into the text of уу.! ?. After BacuXéev two 
late minuscules (456. 460) read ёте édlwtev robs АХХоф0Хоу5 Kai é£eiNaro Awr 
MeTa тӛст5 aixuadwolas, and after айтбу, D* vt 330. 440. 823 put Kai (“АВради) 
evoynobeis от айтоб. The latter is another (cp. 11%) of the glosses which 
were thrown up by the Latin versions. 


In v.? едерісер is substituted for the &&oxev of the LXX (which 
reappears in v.4), in order to make it clear that Abraham’s gift 
was a sort of tithe. Tithes were not paid by the Hebrews 
from spoils of war; this was a pagan custom. But such is the 
interpretation of the story in Philo, e.g. in his fragment on Gn 
1418 (Fragments of Phils, ed. J. Rendel Harris, р. 72): та yap 
той тоХемоу dpioreta Sidwat TO ієрє каї Tas THS vikys бтарҳаѕ. 
ієротрєтєстату 82 Kal буштатп marv 4тархду Ù бекбті) dia то 
mavTéAeov elvat Tov дрібибу, ad ov Kal rois ieper kai VewKOpoLs 
ai Sexdrat тростабе vópov карт©у кай Üpeupdrov arrodioovTat, 
йрёаутоѕ rs дтаруўѕ “ABpadp, 06 kal то? yévovs dpxnyérns естеу. 
Or again in de congressu, 17, where he describes the same incident 
as Abraham offering God ras дєкатаѕ xapiotypia Tis viKys. 


The fantastic interpretation of the Melchizedek episode is ail the writer’s 
own. What use, if any, was made of Melchizedek in pre-Christian Judaism, 
is no longer to be ascertained. Apparently the book of Jubilees contained a 
reference to this episode in Abraham’s career, but it has been excised for 
some reason (see R. Н. Charles’ note on Jub 13%). Josephus makes little of 
the story (Azz. i. 10.2). He simply recounts how, when Abraham returned 
from the rout of the Assyrians, dmývrnoe ð’ aùr 9 тфу ХобоштфФу Bacireds eis 
rémov Tuva ôv Kadodct Пебіоу Bacittxdv’ évOa ò THs Dodupa тбХео йтодёҳєтаа 
Bactrels aùròv МеХхивебектз. onpaiver бё тойто Вас:ћейѕ dixatos’ kal jy бе 
тоо0то5 OmoAoyouLévws, cos dia TavTny афтбу THY а{т{ар kal lepéa "ywéaÜ0at тоў 
0co0. Tiv pévrot EoAvu& Ёттєрор éxddecav "ТеровбАуиша. ёхортүүттє бё obros 0 
МӨХхисебектв TQ 'ABpáuov стратю éva kal wodAHy ddOovlay тӘу émirydelww 
mapéoxe, Kal mapa rij єйоҳіау айтду т éxatveiv ЙрЕато kal тд» Ücóv eOXNovyetv 
ітохеіріоуе аўто тоғйсарта Tovs €xOpovs. ”АВрдроу бе біббутов kal Thv dexarnr 
Ths №іаѕ айт, тросдёҳєтол тфу ós кт\. In the later Judaism, however, 
more interest was taken in Melchizedek (cp. M. Friedlander in Revue des 
Etudes Juives, v. pp. 1f.). Thus some applied the r10th psalm to Abraham 
(Mechilta оп Ex 15), г. Gen. 55. 6), who was ranked as the priest after the order 
of Melchizedek, while Melchizedek was supposed to have been degraded 
because he (Gn 1419) mentioned the name of Abraham before that of God! 
This, as Bacher conjectures, represented a protest against the Christian view 
of Melchizedek (Agada der Tannaiten*, i. p. 259). It denotes the influence 
of IIpós'Egpaíovs. Philo, as we might expect, had already made more of the 
episode than Josephus, and it is Philo's method of interpretation which gives 
the clue to our writer's use of the story. Thus іп Leg. Alleg. iii. 25, 26 
he points out (а) that МеХхісебек ВасӘеа те rijs elpjyns—Xadri roÜro yap 
épunveverar—xal lepéa éavroÜ тетоіткеу 1 ò 0eós (in Gn 141%), and allegorizes the 
reference into a panegyric upon the peaceful, persuasive influence of the really 
royal mind. Не then (4) does the same with the sacerdotal reference. "АХУ 


1 The same sort of perfect as recurs in IIpós 'EBpalovs (e.g. 7° and 11%). 
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б меу МеХхивебек дрті ÜOaros olvov тросферето) kal потцёто kai axparivérus 
оха, iva катасҳєтог гуеуиттол бейе шеб vnparewrépa уй үешз @айт1}$. lepevs 
yap ёст: Абуов кАфроу Еушу Tov бита kai UNAS тері айто0 kal virepdyKws kai 
меуоХотретфФ% Хоу(биеуов” той yap йүістоџ éorly lepeós, quoting Gn 145 and 
hastening to add, одх бт. есті тїз АХХов obx BYtoros. Philo points out thus 
the symbolism of wine (not water) as the divine intoxication which raises the 
soul to lofty thought of God ; but our author does not even mention the food 
and drink, though later on there was a tendency to regard them as symbolizing 
the elements in the eucharist. His interest in Melchizedek lies in the parallel 
to Christ. This leads him along a line of his own, though, like Philo, he sees 
immense significance not only in what scripture says, but in what it does not 
say, about this mysterious figure in the early dawn of history. 


In vv.-? the only points in the original tale which are 
specially noted are (а) that his name means рао4Хеде dexaroodvys ; 
(2) that Zaħńp, his capital, means «іру ; and (с) inferentially that 
this primitive 1deal priest was also a king. Yet none of these 
is developed. Thus, the writer has no interest in identifying 
SaAnp. АП that matters is its meaning. Не quotes iepeùs то? 
0co? то? tWiatov, but it is tepevs alone that interests him. The 
fact about the tithes (6 xai Sekárqv ётё mávrov ерершсеу “ABpadp) 
is certainly significant, but it is held over until v.*. What strikes 
him as far more vital is the silence of the record about the birth 
and death of Melchizedek (v.3). Atxatoodvy as a royal character- 
istic (see Introd. pp. xxxiif.) had been already noted in con- 
nexion with Christ (18); but he does not connect it with eipyvy, 
as Philo does, though the traditional association of dicacootvy Kat 
cipnvy with the messianic reign may have been in his mind. In 
the alliteration (v.3) of дтбтор, áp!jrop, dyeveadsyyntos, the third 
term is apparently coined by himself ; it does not mean “of no 
pedigree,” nor * without successors," but simply (cp. у.б) *'de- 
void of any genealogy." Having no beginning (since none is 
mentioned), M. has no end. "Amárep and dpyrwp are boldly 
lifted from their pagan associations. In the brief episode of Gn 
141929 this mysterious Melchizedek appears only as a priest of 
God ; his birth is never mentioned, neither is his death ; unlike 
the Aaronic priests, with whom a pure family descent was vital, 
this priest has no progenitors. Reading the record in the light 
of Ps rrot, and on the Alexandrian. principle that the very 
silence of scripture is charged with meaning, the writer divines 
in Melchizedek a priest who is permanent. This method of 
interpretation had been popularized by Philo. In guod det. pot. 
48, 6.5, he calls attention to the fact that Moses does not explain 
in Gn 4 what was the mark put by God upon Cain. Why? 
Because the mark was to prevent him from being killed. Now 
Moses never mentions the death of Cain da mágs TNS vopobecias, 
suggesting that вотгер 7) pepoberpevy ХкдАЛа, какду абауатоу ё ETTU 
adpootyyn. Again (de Ebriet. 14) etre yap TOU TLS ‘ ‘kat уар adnOas 
Аб«Аф) po) éoTw ёк татрбе, ‘add’ ойк ёк pytpos” (Gn 20!7)]— 
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Abraham's evasive description of Sarah—is most significant ; she 
had no mother, ze. she had no connexion with the material 
world of the senses. 


“Ататор and ашдйтшр were applied to (а) waifs, whose parents were un- 
known ; or (2) to illegitimate children ; or (с) to people of low origin ; or (4) 
to deities who were supposed to have been born, like Athené and Hephaestus, 
from only one sex. Lactantius (220202. 222117. 1. 7) quotes the Delphic oracle, 
which described Apollo as аитор, and insists that such terms refer only to 
God (2074. iv. 13). “Ав God the Father, the origin and source of things, 
is without parentage, he is most accurately called дтатор and duńrwp by 
Trismegistus, since he was not begotten by anyone. Hence it was fitting 
that the Son also should be twice born, that he too should become dmárwp 
and dunrwp.” His argument apparently! is that the pre-existent Son was 
áufrwep and that He became ататор by the Virgin-birth (so Theodore of 
Mopsuestia). Lactantius proves the priesthood of Christ from Ps 110! among 
other passages, but he ignores the deduction from the Melchizedek of Gn 14; 
indeed he gives a rival derivation of Jerusalem as if from iepóv XoXouóv. 
Theodoret, who (ға. ii.) explains that the incarnate Son was дифтор, with 
respect to his divine nature, and dyeveaddynros in fulfilment of Is 53%, faces 
the difficulty of Melchizedek with characteristic frankness. Melchizedek, he 
explains, is described as атдатор, ашлтор, simply because scripture does not 
record his parentage or lineage. Ei а\7005 ататор у kai дидтор, ойк йу fjv 
вікшу, GAN GdAHOea. ‘Emeh бё où pioer тайт exer, GANG катд rijv ris belas 
Графӯѕ ойкоуошіау, delxvvor ris adnOelas tov тотоу. Іп his commentary he 
explains that péver lepeds eis тд білррекез means THY iepwovvny où таретемдер eis 
то4бав, кодбӛтер” Аарфу kal ЕХейСар kai Piveés. 

"Афәроореуов in v. means "resembling," as, eg., in ЖЕ). 
Jerem." уекрф èppipévy èv akóret Аформобоутал ої бесі офтФу, though 
it might even be taken as a strict passive, “made to resemble” 
(Ze. in scripture), the Son of God being understood to be eternal. 
Eis тб Stqvexeés 1s а classical equivalent for eis rov ai&va, a phrase 
which is always to be understood in the light of its context. 
Here it could not be simply “аа vitam"; the foregoing phrases 
and the fact that even the levitical priests were appointed for 
life, rule out such an interpretation. 

The writer now (vv.*19) moralizes upon the statement that 
Abraham paid tithes to Melchizedek: and received his blessing, 
which proves the supreme dignity of the Melchizedek priesthood, 
and, inferentially, its superiority to the levitical. 

4 Now mark the dignity of this man. The patriarch ** Abraham paid” 
him “а tenth” of the spoils. 5 Those sons of Levi, who receive the priestly 
office, are indeed ordered by law to tithe the people (that is, their brothers), 
although the latter are descended from Abraham ; 9 but he who had no 
levitical (ЕЕ афти = к тд» viðv Aevel) genealogy actually tithed Abraham and 
© blessed” the possessor of the promises! 7 (Апа there is no question that zt is 
the inferior who is blessed бу the superior.) 8 Again, it is mortal men in the 
one case who receive tithes, while in the other it 25 one of whom the witness ts 
that ** he dives.” 9 In fact, we might almost say that even Levi the receiver 


of tithes paid tithes through Abraham ; 1° for he was still in the loins of his 
father when Melchizedek met him. 


1 [n iv. 25 he says that **as God was the Father of his spirit without а 
mother, so a virgin was the mother of his body without a father.” 
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Oewpette (v.4) is an oratorical imperative as in 4 Mac 141 
(беюрвіте 06% môs zoAXómAokós Фоті/ ў THs quXorexvías oTopy)j); 
тт|\їко$ is a rare word, often used for %Ліков after vowels, though 
not in Дес 29 (rov беу myÀikov тб zAáros айт7) ести), where alone 
it occurs in the LXX. Тһе obros (om. D* 67**. 1739 Blass) 
repeats the otros of v.. We have now a triple proof of the 
inferiority of the levitical priesthood to Melchizedek. (a) Mel- 
chizedek, though not in levitical orders, took tithes from and 
gave a blessing to Abraham himself (vv.*7); (^) he is never 
recorded to have lost his priesthood by death (v.8); апа (с) in- 
deed, in his ancestor Abraham, Levi yet unborn did homage to 
Melchizedek (919); Tà åkpoðívia (v.t), which this alone of NT 
writers has occasion to use, explains the тағта ОҒ v.?; it is one 
of the classical terms for which he went outside the LXX. 
“О патр:ќрҳт is thrown to the end of the sentence for emphasis. 
Іп У.5 ieparetay is chosen instead of tepwovvyy for the sake of 
assonance with Aevet. Тһе LXX does not distinguish them 
sharply. Тһе general statement about tithing, көті тд» vópov 
(the évzoAxj of Nu 1870-21), is intended to throw the spontaneous 
action of Abraham into relief; ӛтобекотобу of “tithing” persons 
occurs in 1 S 815, but usually means “(о pay tithes,” like the 
more common Sekarotv (у.б), the classical form being dexareverv. 
In v. the perfect «Фоүдке is like the Philonic perfect (see above). 
In describing the incident (Ze Abrahamo, до), Philo lays stress 
upon the fact that 6 меуав iepeùs rod меуістоу beo? offered émwikia 
and feasted the conquerors ; he omits both the blessing and the 
offering of tithes, though he soon allegorizes the latter (41). 


Moulton calls attention to **the beautiful parallel in Plato's 4207. 28v, 
for the characteristic perfect in Hebrews, describing what s/azds written in 
Scripture," holding that “ дио: év Троі rereAevrákast (as is written in the 
Athenians’ Bible) is exactly like He 79 r1!^75," But these perfects are 
simply aoristic (see above, p. 91, note). 


У.Т is a parenthetical comment on what blessing and being 
blessed imply; the neuter (Әаттоу) is used, as usual in Greek 
(cp. Blass, $ 138. 1), in a general statement, especially in 
a collective sense, about persons. Then the writer rapidly 
summarizes, from vv.l*, the contrast between the levitical 
priests who die off and Melchizedek whose record (мартурогмеуов 
in scripture, cp. 115) is “he lives” (jure бө%е теХосѕ . . . иеге 
eis rò біууекб). Finally (vv.% 10), he ventures (ws етов «ітеіу, a 
literary phrase, much affected by Philo) on what he seems to 
feel may be regarded as a forced and fanciful remark, that Levi 
was committed 8’ "ABpadp (genitive) to a position of respectful 
deference towards the prince-priest of Salem. Іп v.5 кайтер 
ӘлАиббтав ёк THs 9офіо6 'ABpadp (the Semitic expression for 
descendants, chosen here in view of what he was going to say in 
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v.10 еу тй дофйі тоб тотрбе) is another imaginative touch added 
in order to signalize the pre-eminent honour of the levitical 
priests over their fellow-countrymen. Such is their high authority. 
And yet Melchizedek's is higher still ! 


(а) In v.9 ** forte legendum, 6 бё д?) уеуеаХоуойиеуов abróv бебекӛтшке Tov 
"ABpadu, ipsum Abrahamam" (Bentley). But ёё ar» explains itself, and 
the stress which адтбу would convey is already brought out by the emphatic 
position of 'ABpaáu, and by the comment «al тди éxovra ктА. (0) In v.4 кой 
is inserted after à, in conformity with v.?, Бук A C D° K L P syrhk arm, 
etc. For атобекатозу in v.? the termination (cp. Thackeray, 244) дтобека- 
roiv is read by В D (ав катасктуоір in Mt 13%). In v.9 the more common 
(1120) aorist, evAdynoe, is read by АСР 6. тод. 242. 263. 326. 383. 1288. 
1739. 2004. 2143, Chrys. for evAdynxe. 

He now (vv.!1*) turns to prove his point further, by glancing 
at the text from the rroth psalm. ‘“‘It is no use to plead that 
Melchizedek was succeeded by the imposing Aaronic priest- 
hood; this priesthood belonged to an order of religion which 
had to be superseded by the Melchizedek-order of priesthood." 
He argues here, as already, from the fact that the psalter is later 
than the pentateuch ; the point of 7!! is exactly that of 4%. 


N Further, tf the levitical priesthood had been the means of reaching per- 
fection ( for tt was on the basis of that priesthood that the Law was enacted for 
the Lesple), why was tt still necessary for another sort of priest to emerge 
“with the rank of Melchizedek,” instead of simply with the rank of Aaron 
(12 for when the priesthood ts changed, a change of law necessarily follows)? 
13 Де who is thus (i.e. ** with the rank of M.”) described belongs to another 
tribe, no member of which ever devoted himself to the altar ; for tt is evident 
that our Lord sprang from Judah, and Moses never mentioned priesthood in 
connexion with that tribe. 19 This becomes all the more plain when (ei — тє!) 
another priest emerges ‘resembling Melchizedek,” 16 опе who has become a 
priest by the power of an indissoluble (акатаМйтои, z.e. by death) Life and 
not by the Law of an external command ; 11 for the witness to him ts, 

“ Thou art priest for ever, with the rank of Melchizedek.” 
18 4 previous command is set astde on account of tts weakness and uselessness 
19 (for the Law made nothing perfect), and there is introduced a better Hope, 
by means of which we can draw near to God. 


Ei меу ойу (without any бє to follow, as in 84) tedetwors 
(“ perfection " in the sense of a perfectly adequate relation to 
God ; see v.19) 81à rhs Aevevrikfjs tepwouvns ктА. — Aeverrucjs 15 a 
rare word, found in Philo (de fuga, ту Aeverua] роу), but never in 
the LXX except in the title of Leviticus; tepeavvy does occur іп 
the LXX, and is not distinguishable from (ератва (v.5). In the 
parenthetical remark ó Хабе yàp ет айт" ғеуоробетттал, @йтї$ 
was changed into айтуу (6. 242. 330. 378. 383. 440. 462. 467. 
489. 491. 999. 1610. 1836 Theophyl.), ог aùr) (К L 326. 1288, 
etc. Chrys.) after 86 (where again we have this curious passive), 
and vevogoÜerjra. altered into the pluperfect еуеуонобетуто 
(К L, etc.) Тһе less obvious genitive (cp. Ex. 3427 еті yàp 


тфу Абуоу rovrov тебеде сой д:адукти каї TO ІорадА) ёт абтй 
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is not “in the time of,” for the levitical priesthood was not in 
existence prior to the Law; it might mean “іп connexion with,” 
since ёл! and mepi have a similar force with this genitive, but the 
incorrect dative correctly explains the genitive. The Mosaic 
удиое could not be worked for the Aaós without a priesthood, to 
deal with the offences incurred. Тһе idea of the writer always 
is that a удиов or Фбиабуүкт depends for its validity and effective- 
ness upon the tepevs or tepets by whom it is administered. Their 
personal character and position are the essential thing. Every con- 
sideration is subordinated to that of the priesthood. Asa change 
in that involves a change in the vópos (у.12), the meaning of the 
parenthesis in v.!! must be that the priesthood was the basis for the 
биос, though, no doubt, the writer has put his points in vv.1 12 
somewhat intricately ; this parenthetical remark would have been 
better placed after the other in v.!*, as indeed van d. Sande 
Bakhuyzen proposes. Three times over (cp. у.19) he puts in 
depreciatory remarks about the Law, the reason being that the 
Law and the priesthood went together. It is as if he meant 
here: ‘‘the levitical priesthood (which, of course, implies the 
Law, for the Law rested on the priesthood)." "The inference 
that the vópos is antiquated for Christians reaches the same end 
as Paul does by his dialectic, but by a very different route. 
"Aviotac@at ( = appear on the scene, as у.19) and Хеүвобол refer to 
Ps r10*, which is regarded as marking a new departure, with 
far-reaching effects, involving (v.!?) an alteration of the vópos as 
wellas of the tepacóvq. Іп каї об . . . Луєсдо the ov negatives 
the infinitive as м) usually does; 'Aapóv, like Kava (Jn 217), has 
become indeclinable, though Josephus still employs the ordinary 
genitive “Аардуов. In у.!? рєтбдєсис, which is not a LXX term, 
though it occurs in 2 Mac 11%, is practically equivalent here 
(cp. 1227) to 20 тпо1ѕ in v.18 А close parallel occurs in de 
Mundo, 6, vopos меу yap ctv icoxAwys ô беде, ойдешау Єтїдєҗб- 
pevos dtdpOwow ў peradeowv, and a similar phrase is employed by 
Josephus to describe the arbitrary transference of the highpriest- 
hood (Ant. xii. 9. 7, (то Avotov тес0е(е, peradetvar THY турлуу G70 
ra)Ts тї оік(ав eis črepov). 

We now (vv.Hf) get an account of what was meant by od 
kata thy ráfw 'Aapóv or érepos (*another," in the sense of “а 
different”) iepeús in у.11; Jesus, this tepevs ката ту таё MeAxtae- 
бек, came from the non-sacerdotal tribe of Judah, not from that 
of Levi. 'E$' б» is another instance of the extension of this 
metaphorical use of егі from the Attic dative to the accusative. 
The perfect рєтєсҳткє, may be used in an aoristic sense, like 
eoxyka, or simply for the sake of assonance with тросесуукеу, 
and it means no more than иетесхеу in 214; indeed иетесхеу is 
read here by P 489. 623%. 1012 arm, as тросесхеу is (by А C 
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33. 1288) for тросесхцке. The conjecture of Erasmus, zpoaéa- 
rykev, is ingenious, but тросехеу in the sense of “attend” is 
quite classical. The rule referred to in eis Яғ фићту ( 716 dvA7s, 
arm ?), Ze. ек pvàĝs els zv (as Lk 1019) «rA. is noted in Josephus, 
Ant. хх. 10. I, т@трбу ote pydéva ToU Oeod түу apxiepwovvyy 
AapBavew 3) Tov ёё аїдато$ то? '"Aapüvos. Мо tribe except Levi 
supplied priests. (Mpóðņňov in v. is not a LXX term, but 
occurs in this sense іп 2 Mac 317 (бе фу трббуАХоу еуіуето) and 
1499 as well as in Judith 8°.) Іп Test. Levi 8'* it is predicted 
(cp. Introd. p. xlviii) that BaowWeds ёк To) “lovda а4уастуосетал Kat 
тоијсєі ієратє(ау убоу: but this is a purely verbal parallel, the 
ВосӘечв is Hyrcanus and the reference is to the Maccabean 
priest-kings who succeed the Aaronic priesthood. — 'AvaréAAew is 
a synonym for dvictacGat (v.15), as іп Nu 2417, though it is just 
possible that dvaréraAxey is a subtle allusion to the messianic 
title of 'AvaroA» іп Zec 612; in commenting on that verse Philo 
observes (de confus. ling. 14) : roUrov меу yap «pea [Jirarov viüv ô 
Tov wv dvéreAe тат/р. (For iepéov the abstract equivalent 
fepwotvys, from v.1?, is substituted by D° K L.) The title 
ô kóptos ўи is one of the links between the vocabulary of this 
epistle and that of the pastorals (1 Ті 115, 2 Ті 19). As the 
result of all this, what is it that becomes (у.15) терісабтероу 
(for тєретобтєроѕ) karábqNov?! The provisional character of the 
levitical priesthood, or the perd@eots удро? Probably the 
latter, though the writer would not have distinguished the one 
from the other. Inv. xarà thy óporótyra linguistically has the 
same sense as åġwporwpevos (v.)) In v.16 саркіуце (for which 
capkuijs is substituted by C° D K Ф 104. 326. 1175, etc.) hints at 
the contrast which is to be worked out later (in 01:14) between 
the external and the inward or spiritual, the sacerdotal évroMj 
being dismissed as merely eapkivy, since it laid down physical 
descent as a requisite for office. Hereditary succession is 
opposed to the inherent personality of the Son (=91*). Тһе dis- 
tinction between capxexos ( = fleshly, with the nature and qualities 
of сарё) and саркоов (fleshy, composed of тарё) is blurred in 
Hellenistic Greek of the period, where adjectives in -wos tend to 
take over the sense of those in -txos, and vice versa. In v.7 
paptupetrat (cp. paptupovpevos, v.5) is altered to the active (1015) 
дартуре by C D K L 256. 326. 436. 1175. 1837. 2127 syr™ vg 
arm Chrys. 

The perdQeors of у.12 15 now explained negatively (á0érqaus) 
and positively (émetaaywyn) in уу.1 19, "Aérnois (one of his juristic 
metaphors, ср. 079) yiverat (2.6. by the promulgation of Ps 110% 
mpoayovons (cp. ZMA. iii. 247, rà троауоута Wayiopata: троаует 15 

1 КатабуХоу is the classical intensive form of ó2Xor, used here for the sake 
of assonance with the following xard. 


7 


08 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS _ [VII. 17-19 


not used by the LXX in this sense of “ fore-going ") évrodjs (у.19) 
Sia тд афт (unemphatic) doBevés каї dvwhedés (alliteration). 
"Ауофећс is a word common in such connexions, e.g. Ef. Arist. 
253, бтер àvodeAés kal ddyevov écrw : Polyb. xi. 25? абудоу xai 
àvodoeAés. The uselessness of the Law lay in its failure to secure 
an adequate forgiveness of sins, without which a real access or 
fellowship (éyyifew rà бей) was impossible ; ойбеу éredetwoey, it led 
to no absolute order of communion between men and God, no 
теХеіөвіе. Тһе positive contrast (v.19) is introduced by the strik- 
ing compound éretoaywyy (with уйуетай), a term used by Josephus 
for the replacing of Vashti by Esther (Amz. xi. 6. 2, сВеууусбол yàp 
TÒ трб THY mporýpav dAóa Topyov érépas érewayoyr, каї TO трд ёкє{- 
vyv eUvovv йлостојєуоу xarà. pakpóv yCyvea at THS Gvvoveys) ; there 
is no force here in the ете, as if it meant “fresh” or “further.” 
The new éAmis is крє(ттоу by its effectiveness (619) ; it accomplishes 
what the vópos and its tepwovvy had failed to realize for men, viz. 
a direct and lasting access to God. In what follows the writer 
ceases to use the term éXzís, and concentrates upon the éyyifew 
TQ Өеб, since the essence of the éXzás lies in the priesthood and 
sacrifice of Jesus the Son. With this allusion to the кре(ттоу éAzis, 
he really resumes the thought of 6!91?; but he has another 
word to say upon the superiority of the Melchizedek priest, and 
in this connexion he recalls another oath of God, viz. at the 
inauguration or consecration mentioned in Ps rro*, a solemn 
divine oath, which was absent from the ritual of the levitical 
priesthood, and which ratifies the new priesthood of Jesus as 
permanent (уу.20-22) enabling him to do for men what the levitical 
priests one after another failed to accomplish (vv.?3-25). 

20 4 better Hope, because it was not promised apart from an oath. Previous 


priests (ot мб» —levitical priests) became priests apart from any oath, ?! but 
he has an oath from Him who said to him, 


* The Lord has sworn, ала ће will not change his mind, 

thou art a priest for ever.” 
22 And this makes Jesus surety for a superior covenant. * Also, while they (oi 
ме») became priests in large numbers, since death prevents them from continuing 
to serve, 25 he holds his priesthood without any successor, since he continues for 
ever. ™ Hence for all time he is able to save those who approach God through 
him, as he is always living to intercede on their behalf. 

The long sentence (уу.20-22) closes with *Imgots in an emphatic 
position. After каї каб Scoy ой хөріс ópkepostas, which connect 
(sc. rovro ytverat) with ётесоуоу? креіттоуов éAzidos, there is a long 
explanatory parenthesis ої неу yàp . . . ets Tov ауа, exactly in 
the literary style of Philo (e.g. guis rer. div. 17, è$ Отоу yàp оймай 
krÀ.—voUs pev yàp . . . aicOyows—éeml тософтоу krÀ.) Іп v.2 
épxwpoota (oath-taking) is a neuter plural (cp. $у//. 593”, OGZS. 
2299?) which, like &vrejooía, has become a feminine singular of 
the first declension, and eieiv yeyovóres is simply an analytic form 
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of the perfect tense, adopted as more sonorous than yeyovaot. As 
we have already seen (on 613), Philo (de sacrific. 28-29) discusses 
such references to God swearing. ‘Thousands of people, he ob- 
serves, regard an oath as inconsistent with the character of God,who 
requires no witness to his character. “ Men who are disbelieved 
have recourse to an oath in order to win credence, but God's mere 
word must be believed (6 дё eds каї Aéyov miorós éoTiw) ; hence, 
his words are in no sense different from oaths, as far as assurance 
goes.” Не concludes that the idea of God swearing an oath is 
simply an anthropomorphism which is necessary on account of 
human weakness. Our author takes the OT language in Ps rrot 
more naively, detecting a profound significance in the line ópocev 
kUptos каї où perapednOycetat (in the Hellenistic sense of “ regret” 
=change his mind). The allusion is, of course, to the levitical 
priests. But Roman readers could understand from their former 
religion how oaths were needful in such a matter. Claudius, 
says Suetonius (Vit. Claud. 22), “іп co-optandis per collegia 
sacerdotibus neminem nisi juratus (Ze. that they were suitable) 
nominavit." 

The superfluous addition of xara тту тӘ ау MeAytledéx was soon made, 
after els тоу aiàva, by x° AD К LP vt Syresh ^H boh eth Eus (Dem. iv. 
15. 40), etc. 

Napopévey means to remain in office or serve (a common 
euphemism in the papyri) Тһе priestly office could last in a 
family (cp. Jos. 427. xi. 8. 2, т ієратікї)с Tunas меуісту ovas kai 
èv TG yéver Tapapevovons), but mortal men (åroĝvýoxovres, v.8) could 
not wapopéve as priests, whereas (v.?*) Jesus remains a perpetual 
Lepeós, Std TS меген ( = mávrore Lav, У.) aóróv(superfluous as in Lk 24 
8:0 тб афтбу eivai). "Amapáfarov, a legal adjective for “inviolable,” 
is here used in the uncommon sense of non-transferable (boh 
Chrys. oix Ехег duddoxov, Oecumenius, etc. áóu&óoxov), as an equiva- 
lent for ма) тара|Зайуоусау eis АХХоу, and contrasts Jesus with the 
long succession of the levitical priests (zA«ecovés) ‘The passive 
sense of “пос to be infringed” (cp. Justin Martyr, Apol. i. 43, 
відардеууу фарќи атараратоу толту eiva, where the adjective 
=ineluctabile) or “unbroken” does not suit the context, for 
Jesus had no rivals and the word can hardly refer to the invasion 
of death. Like yeyupvacpeéva in 513, also after éxew, it has a pre- 
dicative force, marked by the absence of the article. Philo (0225 
rer. div. heres, 6) finds a similar significance in the etymology of 
kvptos as a divine title: кїрго$ меу yap тарда тб к?роѕ, 0 дт Ве алду 
ég Tw, etpyrat кат еуаутадтута åf eßaiov kai dxvpov. But our author 
does not discover any basis for the perpetuity of 6 kvpuos ўифу in 
the etymology of «pios, and is content (in vv.?7?5) to stress the 
line of the psalm, in order to prove that Jesus guaranteed a superior 
д:а0ука (т.е. order of religious fellowship). “Eyyvos is one of the 
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juristic terms (vg, sponsor) which he uses in a general sense ; here 
it is ‘surety " or “pledge.” Айабукт 15 discussed by him later 
оп; it is a term put in here as often to excite interest and anticipa- 
tion. How readily éyyvos could be associated with a term like 
coe (v.25) may be understood from Sir 29! ; 


4 3 А NES / 
xapitas éyyvov u) ériXd 0n, 
> (ОИ тәме. \ э ^ € v 
ебөкеу yap THY Чихи афто? ӛтер cov. 
2 оғ 2 3 / є , 
ауада. еуугоу avarpeper ацартоћос, 
NIST SP ЕТЖ л EN B о» , с / 
Kai йхаритто$ еу дауош. éykaraA eulec русамеуоу. 








Ош author might have written peoirys here as well as in 86; he 
prefers éyyvos probably for the sake of assonance with yéyovev or 
even гуу/бонеу. AS иесітейеу means to vouch for the truth of a 
promise or statement (ср. 617), so éyyvos means one who vouches 
for the fulfilment of a promise, and therefore is a synonym for 
месітуе here. Тһе conclusion (7.25) is put in simple and 
effective language. Eis тӛ mavreMés 15 to be taken in the temporal 
sense of the phrase, as in BAL їп. 1611! (А.р. 212) ітд то? 
viv eis тб mavreàés, being simply a literary variant for závrore. 
The alternative rendering “utterly ” suits Lk 131! better than this 
passage. This full and final tepwodvy of Jesus is the kpetrrov ё\тгї 
(v.19), the теХвішсіс which the levitical priesthood failed to supply, 
a perfect access to God's Presence. His intercession (évrvyxávew, 
sc. 065 as in Ко 834 бс xai évrvyxaver trép тифи) has red blood in 
it, unlike Philo's conception, e.g. in Vit. Mos. iii. 14, дуаука(оу yap 
Tw tov івромеуоу (the highpriest) тө rod кдсроу татрі mapakAyro 
хрйсбал reXevoráro THY дрєтуу vid (2.е. the Logos) трое re амууотіау 
арартратоу kai ҳортуѓоу афбоуштатшу dya0Qv, and in guis rer. div. 
42, where the Logos 15 ixérys то? бутто? kqpaívovros dei трос TÒ 
афбартоу тара 6€ Td форти трд edeAmiotiav то? илүтотє TOV thew Ücóv 
тєридєу тд tOvov еруоу. The function of intercession in heaven for 
the People, which originally (see p. 37) was the prerogative of 
Michael the angelic guardian of Israel, or generally of angels (see 
on 115), is thus transferred to Jesus, to One who is no mere angel 
but who has sacrificed himself for the People. Тһе author 
deliberately excludes any other mediator or semi-mediator in the 
heavenly sphere (see p. xxxix). 

A triumphant little summary (vv.79?3) now rounds off the 
argument of 619—725 ; 

8 Such was the highpriest for us, saintly, innocent, unstained, far from 
all contact with the sinful, lifted high above the heavens, *" one who has по 
need, like yonder highpriests, day by day to offer sacrifices first for their own 
sins and then for (the preposition is omitted as in Ас 2619) chose of the People— 
he did that once for all in offering up himself. 79 For the Law appoints 


human beings іп their weakness to the priesthood ; but the word of the Oath 
{which came after the Law) appoints a Son who is made perfect for ever. 


VII. 26.] JESUS AS PRIEST IOI 


The text of this paragraph has only a few variants, none of any import- 
ance. After ġpîv in v.?? қай is added by A B D 1739 syrPesh hk! Eusebius 
(** was exactly the one for us"). Іп v.?? it makes no difference to the sense 
whether mpocevéyxas (к А W 33. 256 436. 442. 1837. 2004. 2127 arm Cyr.) 
or àvevéykas (B C D K L P etc. Chrys.) is read ; the latter may have been 
suggested by àvadépew, or mpocevéyxas may have appealed to later scribes as 
the more usual and technical term in the epistle. Тһе technical distinction 
between ауафереу (action of people) and тросфереу (action of the priest) 
had long been blurred; both verbs mean what we mean by “‘offer up” or 
** sacrifice." In v.?? the original tepets (D* І r vg) was soon changed (to con- 
form with друаере іп у.) into dpxtepets. Тһе reason why tepets and 
lepets have been used in 71" is that Melchizedek was called iepevs, not 
ápxiepeós. Once the category is levitical, the interchange of ápxtepeós and 
lepevs becomes natural. 


The words rotoüros yàp iptv émpemev (another daring use of 
Experev, Cp. 210) dpxtepeds (v.2°) might be bracketed as one of 
the author's parentheses, in which case Gatos «rà. would carry on 
mávrore (бу... атфи. But ös in Greek often follows тошобтов, 
and the usual construction is quite satisfactory. Гар is intensive, 
as often. Itis generally misleading to parse a rhapsody, but there 
is a certain sequence of thought in 00:0 ктА., where the positive 
adjective datos is followed by two negative terms in alliteration 
(&xakos, dptavros), and kexoprap.évos ёт© тәу ápaproAGv is further 
defined by бут|\бтєро$ Tay oüpavàv yevóp.evos (the same idea as in 
414 SeAnAvOora robs otpavovs). Не is ôsıos, pious or saintly 
(cp. ERE. vi. 743), in virtue of qualities like his reverence, 
obedience, faith, loyalty, and humility, already noted. “Akaros 
is innocent (as in Job 8%, Jer 1119, one of the LXX equivalents 
for bm ог DYM, not simply = devoid of evil feeling towards теп; 
like áptavros, it denotes a character xopis ápaprias. "Apiavros is 
used of the untainted Isis in OP. 1380 (èv Поуто dpiavros). 
The language may be intended to suggest a contrast between 
the deep ethical purity of Jesus and the ritual purity of the 
levitical highpriest, who had to take extreme precautions against 
outward defilement (cp. Lv 211915 for the regulations, and the 
details in Josephus, Avy. iii. 12. 2, 44] povov дё тері та tepovpy(as 
xaÜapovs elvan, отозбаСву 86 kai тері THY avrüv бйсатау, ws атту 
диеиттоу elyav kai бий tavtnv Tijv аїтіау, оі THY ieparucjv aToX3v 
фороёутєѕ dpwpot те вісі kai тері таута кабарой kai vypadcor), and 
had to avoid human contact for seven days before the ceremony 
of atonement-day. Тһе next two phrases go together. Kexwpto- 
pévos ётё tay 4рортоХӘу is intelligible in the light of 079; Jesus 
has ётаё sacrificed himself for the sins of men, and in that sense 
his connexion with ágapreAo(is done. Не is no levitical high- 
priest who is in daily contact with them, and therefore obliged 
to sacrifice repeatedly. Hence the writer at once adds (у.27) а 
word to explain and expand this pregnant thought; the sphere 
in which Jesus now lives (6pyAdtepos ктА.) is not one in which, 
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as on earth, he had to suffer the contagion or the hostility of 
ápaproAoí (127) and to die for human sins. 


“ He has outsoared the shadow of our night; 
Envy and calumny and hate and pain... 
Can touch him not and torture not again; 
From the contagion of the world's slow stain 
He 1s secure." 


This is vital! to the sympathy and intercession of Jesus ; it is 
in virtue of this position before God that he aids his people, 
as тетеЛеиореуов, and therefore able to do all for them. His 
priesthood is, in modern phrase, absolute. As eternal dpxtepeds 
in the supreme sense, and as no longer in daily contact with 
sinners, Jesus is far above the routine ministry of the levitical 
арҳ:єрєіѕ. Тһе writer blends loosely in his description (у.27) the 
annual sacrifice of the highpriest on atonement-day (to which 
he has already referred іп 5°) and the daily sacrifices offered by 
priests. Strictly speaking the архирев did not require to offer 
sacrifices каб тмерау, and the accurate phrase would have been кат’ 
емалтду. According to Lv 61923 the highpriest had indeed to offer 
a cereal offering morning and evening ; but the text is uncertain, 
for it 15 to be offered both on the day of his consecration and 
also dua závros. Besides, this section was not in the LXX text 
of А, so that the writer of Hebrews did not know of it. Neither 
had he any knowledge of the later Jewish ritual, according to 
which the highpriest did offer this offering twice a day. 
Possibly, however, his expression here was suggested by Philo's 
statement about this offering, viz. that the highpriest did offer a 
daily sacrifice (guis rer. div. 36: тас évOeAexets Üvoías . . . vv те 
vrép éavrüv oi іереіс тросфероуса THS сєрідаћєас Kal THY Өтер той 
(Üvous TOv Ovety auvav, de spec. leg. ili. 23, 6 dpxtepeis . . . edxas 
бё xai Üvaías тӨЛбу каб Exdornv yepav). It is true that this 
offering Өтер éavràv was not a sin-offering, only an offering of 
cereals ; still it was reckoned a бот, and in Sir 45}4 it is counted 
as such. Тобто yàp émotyaev refers then to his sacrifice for sins 
(975), not, of course, including any sins of his own (see оп 53); 
it means Өтер тду 4рартіфу тод Aaod, and the writer could afford 
to be technically inexact in his parallelism without fear of being 
misunderstood. “ Јеѕиѕ offered his sacrifice,” ‘Jesus did all 
that a highpriest has to do,"—this was what he intended. "The 
Greek fathers rightly referred тобто to émevra. ràv тоб Aao0, as if 
the writer meant ''/Z/s, not that mpórepov." It is doubtful if he 
had such a sharp distinction in his mind, but when he wrote тобто 


1 Thus Philo quotes (de Fug. 12) with enthusiasm what Plato says in the 
T'heatetus : об” ámoMéa0ac rà как& Ovraróv—Umevavrlov *yáp ті TQ дүабо del 
elvai avaykn—oŬTe еу де(ов8 айта ібрбадал., 
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he was thinking of тфу той Хао0, and of that alone. An effort 
is sometimes made to evade this interpretation by confining 
kað’ Ярерау to ds ойк čxe and understanding “уеагіу” after 
oi ápxtepets, as if the idea were that Christ's daily intercession 
required no daily sacrifice like the annual sacrifice on atonement- 
day. But, as the text stands, dvdyxny is knit to каб” тўрёрау, and 
these words must all be taken along with demep ot ápxtepets 
(£xovo). 

Compare the common assurance of the votaries of Serapis, e.g. B GU. 
ii. 385 (ИД A. D.), тд троскўутиё cov Tod кат éxdorny Tjuépav Tapa тф көрір 
Хардт-аб4 kal rots cuvvdots Өєої$. 

A deep impression is made by the words éavróv dvevéyxas, 
“pro nobis tibi uictor et uictima, et ideo uictor, quia uictima, 
pro nobis tibi sacerdos et sacrificium, et ideo sacerdos, quia 
sacrificium" (Aug. Conf. x. 43). What is meant by this the 
writer holds over till he reaches the question of the sacrifice of 
Jesus as dpxtepeds (9!^). As usual, he prepares the way for a 
further idea by dropping an enigmatic allusion to it. Meantime 
(v.28) a general statement sums up the argument. Kaiornovy is 
used as in 1 Мас 10% (кабєстакорќу сє orpepov àpxtepéa ToU 
évouvs cov), and асбеувау recalls 5? (wepixertae doGéveay), in the 
special sense that such weakness involved a sacrifice for one's 
personal sins (iip тфу ібіюу ápapriQy) Whereas Jesus the Son 
of God (as opposed to dvOpwrovs ácÜeves) was appointed by а 
divine order which superseded the Law (pera тбу убиоу = vv.H-19), 
and appointed as one who was tete\etwpévos (іп the sense of 219) 
eig tov atava. It is implied that he was appointed ӛрхаерейс, 
between which and éepevs there is no difference. 

The writer now picks up the thought (722) of the superior 
Saky which Jesus as dpxtepeds in the eternal окту or 
sanctuary mediates for the People. This forms the transition 
between the discussion of the priesthood (5-8) and the sacrifice 
of Jesus (9!-1o0!7) The absolute sacrifice offered by Jesus as 
the absolute priest (vv.-9) ratifies the new біобука) which has 
superseded the old (vv.73) with its imperfect sacrifices. 

1 The point of all this is, we do have such a highprtest, one who ts * seated 
at the right hand" of the throne of Majesty (see 1?) zm the heavens, 
2 and who officiates in the sanctuary or ' true. tabernacle set up by the Lord" 
and not by тап. 3 Now, as every highpriest ts appointed to offer gifts and 
sacrifices, he too must have something to offer. 3 Were he on earth, he 
would not be a priest at all, for there are priests already to offer the gifts 
prescribed by Law (5 men who serve a mere outline and shadow of the 
heavenly—as Moses was tnstructed when he was about to execute the building 
of the tabernacle: ** see,” God said, ‘that (вс. mws) you make everything 
on the pattern shown you upon the mountain”). 6 As it is, however, rhe 


divine service he has obtained is superior, owing to the fact that he mediates 
а superior covenant, enacted with sufertor promises. 


The terseness of the clause qv émngev ó коркое, ойк оубротов (v.!) is 
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spoiled by the insertion of «at before ouk (AK LP vg boh syr arm eth 
Cosm.) In v.f оўу becomes yáp in De КІ, ву“ arm Chrys. Theod., and 
a similar group of authorities add iepéwv after Üvrwv. Тӧу is prefixed 
needlessly to vóuov by x° DK LP Chrys. Dam. to conform to the usage іп 
75 922; but the sense is really unaffected, for the only legal regulation con- 
ceivable is that of the Law. In v.f viv and vvví (07) are both attested ; 
the former is more common in the papyri. The Hellenistic (from Aristotle 
onwards) form тетеухеу (х B D° 5. 226. 467. 623. 920. 927. 1311. 1827. 1836. 
1873. 2004. 2143, etc. : or тетухеу, к A D* K L) has been corrected in P Y 
6. 33. 1908 Orig. to the Attic reríxqkev. Before крєіттоубѕ, kaí is omitted 
by D* 69. 436. 462 arm Thdt. 

Kepddotoy (“the pith,” Coverdale), which is nominative 
absolute, is used as in Cic. ad А. v. 18: “et multa, immo 
omnia, quorum «eóaAa:ov," etc., Dem. xiii. 36: ёст: 6, à дубре 
"A0sqvaio, кєфалоіоу ámávrov тфу «іруибшу (at the close of a 
speech); Musonius (ed. Hense, 67 f.) Biov каї yevéaeos то(боу 
Kotwoviay кєфаћолоу eivai yápov, etc. Тһе word in this sense is 
common throughout literature and the more colloquial papyri, 
here with еті rois Neyopévois (concerning what has been said). 
In passing from the intricate argument about the Melchizedek 
priesthood, which is now dropped, the writer disentangles the 
salient and central truth of the discussion, in order to continue 
his exposition of Jesus as highpriest. ‘Such, I have said, was the 
dpxtepeds for us, and such is the dpyrepeds we have—One who is 
enthroned, v tots oùpavots, next to God himself.” While Philo 
spiritualizes the highpriesthood, not unlike Paul (Ro 1216), by 
arguing that devotion to God is the real highpriesthood (76 yap 
Gepamrevtixov yévos ауабима ёст: Oeod, iepópevov Tiv peyddAnv 
арҳієросуути avrO póvw, de Fug. т), our author sees its essential 
functions transcended by Jesus in the spiritual order. 

The phrase in у. тау dyiwv Nectoupyds, offers two points of 
interest. First, the linguistic form Aerovpyós. Тһе в form 
stands between the older у or з, which waned apparently from 
the third cent. B.C., and the later « form; “Автоурубе sim. socios 
habet omnium temporum papyros praeter perpaucas recentiores 
quae sacris fere cum libris conspirantes A«rovpyós Мтоуруѓа 
scribunt" (Crónert, Memoria Graeca Hercul. 39). Then, the 
meaning of тои ayiwv. Philo has the phrase, in Zeg. А ге. 111. 46, 
того®то$ ÔÈ 0 Üepazrevri]s kai Aevrovpyós тәу Фуішу, where vOv бушу 
means “ ѕасгеа things," as in de Fug. 17, where the Levites are 
described as priests ois ў тфу ӛуішу dvaxeirar Aewovpyía. This 
might be the meaning here. But the writer uses rà буга else- 
where (09 то! r3!!) of “the sanctuary,” a rendering favoured 
by the context. By rà ауга he means, as often in the LXX, the 
sanctuary in general, without any reference to the distinction 
(ср. 9?*) between the outer and the inner shrine. The LXX 
avoids the pagan term íepóv in this connexion, though то &yiov 
itself was already in use among ethnic writers (e.g. the edict of 
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Ptolemy 1L, xai каб:дрёсаг èv тәу буѓи. = “іп sacrario templi," 
Dittenberger, OG/S. 5659). It is here defined (ка epexegetic) as 
the true or real окту, fjv ! ёттёєи ó kóptos (a reminiscence of Nu 
246 oxnvai as етубеу Күріое, and of Ex 337 kai Ха Фу Моуоз)е Tijv 
oxyvyv а?то? éxngev). Тһе reality and authenticity of the writer’s 
faith come out in a term like åħņðwós. What he means by it 
he will explain іп a moment (v.5), Meanwhile he turns to the 
Aevroupyía of Jesus іп this ideal sanctuary. This ápxtepeós of 
ours, in his vocation (v.3, ср. 51), must һауе (dvaykatov, sc. éotiv) 
some sacrifice to present before God, though what this offering 1s, 
the writer does not definitely say, even later in 02%. The analogy 
of a highpriest carrying the blood of an animal inside the sacred 
shrine had its obvious limitations, for Jesus was both dpyepevs 
and offering, by his self-sacrifice. Mpocevéyxy is the Hellenistic 
aorist subjunctive, where classical Greek would have employed 
a future indicative (Radermacher, 138). The writer proceeds 
to argue that this Aevroupyía is far superior to the levitical cultus 
(vv.£t). Even in the heavenly sanctuary there must be sacrifice 
of some kind—for sacrifice is essential to communion, in his 
view. It is not a sacrifice according to the levitical ritual; 
indeed Jesus on this level would not be in levitical orders at all. 
But so far from that being any drawback or disqualification to 
Our ápxtepeUs, it 15 a proof of his superiority, for the bible itself 
indicates that the levitical cultus 1s only an inferior copy of the 
heavenly order to which Jesus belongs. 

Instead of contrasting at this point (v.4) та 8@pa (sacrifices, 
as in 114) of the levitical priests with the spiritual sacrifice of 
Jesus, he hints that the mere fact of these sacrifices being made 
еті үйе is a proof of their inferiority. This is put into a paren- 
thesis (у.5); but, though a grammatical aside, it contains one of 
the writer's fundamental ideas about religion (Eusebius, in Praep. 
Evang. xii. 19, after quoting He 85, refers to the similar Platonic 
view in the sixth book of the Republic). Such priests (otrwes, 
the simple relative as in 92 10811 125) Латрєбоџс: (with dative as 
іп 1310) ӛтобе(үраты кої окиб тау èmoupaviwv (ср. 923). “Үтобегумоа 
here as in 9? is а mere outline or copy (the only analogous 
instance in the LXX being Ezk 4215 то %тдбегуна. tov otkov) ; the 
phrase is practically а hendiadys for “а shadowy outline," a 
second-hand, inferior reproduction. Тһе proof of this is given 
in a reference to Ex 25:9: Ka€ws kexpypdtiotat Mwvons— 
xpnpari~w,? as often in the LXX and the papyri, of divine 

ljj is not assimilated, though 7s might have been written; the practice 
varied (cp. e.g. Dt 5?! еу тӯ yn f еүш б1бшш, and 12! еу ry урт Kúpeos 
ólówaw). 

2 Passively in the NT in Ac 10%, but the exact parallel is in Josephus, 


Ant. ii. 8. 8, Moles . . . eis THY okqviyv elowwy Еурциат(ето тері шу ёдєіта 
mapa ToU Geo. 
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revelations as well as of royal іпѕігиспопѕ— рок émireMety. Tijv 
октуу. Тһе subject of the 45e: is God, understood from 
kexpnpdtiorat, and the yap! introduces the quotation, in which 
the writer, following Philo (Zeg. А ер. iii. 33), as probably codex 
Ambrosianus (Е) of the LXX followed him, adds vávra. Не 
also substitutes бекххбеута for бебегумеуоу, which Philo keeps 
(ката то тарабегуда TÒ бебегумеуоу aot еу тӘ бре та?та Touja es), and 
retains the LXX тӛтоу (like Stephen in Ac 74). The idea was 
current in Alexandrian Judaism, under the influence of Platonism, 
that this окту on earth had been but a reproduction of the 
pre-existent heavenly sanctuary. Thus the author of Wisdom 
makes Solomon remind God that he had been told to build the 
temple (vdov . . . Kat Q@vovactypiov) as pipnua oKnvyas ayias nv 
mpontoipacas дт apyns (98), where окту?) ayia is plainly the 
heavenly sanctuary as the eternal archetype. This idealism 
determines the thought of our writer (see Introd. pp. xxxif.). 
Above the shows and shadows of material things he sees the 
real order of being, and it is most real to him on account of 
Jesus being there, for the entire relationship between God and 
man depends upon this function and vocation of Jesus in the 
eternal sanctuary. 


Such ideas were not unknown in other circles. Seneca (22. lviii. 18-19) 
had just explained to Lucilius that the Platonic ideas were ** what all visible 
things were created from, and what formed the pattern for all things," 
quoting the Parmenides, 132 D, to prove that the Platonic idea was the ever- 
lasting pattern of all things in nature. Тһе metaphor is more than once used 
by Cicero, e.g. Tusc. 111. 2. 3, and in de Officiis, iii. 17, where he writes: ** We 
have no real and life-like (solidam et expressam effigiem) likeness of real law 
and genuine justice ; all we enjoy is shadow and sketch (umbra et imaginibus). 
Would that we were true even to these! For they are taken from the 
excellent patterns provided by nature and truth." But our author's thought 
is deeper. In the contemporary Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch the idea of 
Ex 25% is developed into the thought that the heavenly Jerusalem was also 
revealed to Moses along with the patterns of the скаут and its utensils (445); 
God also showed Moses ‘‘the pattern of Zion and its measures, in the pattern 
of which the sanctuary of the present time was to be made” (Charles’ tr.). 
The origin of this notion is very ancient; it goes back to Sumerian sources, 
for Gudea the prince-priest of Lagash (с. 3000 B.C.) receives in a vision the 
plan of the temple which he is commanded to build (cp. A. Jeremias, 
Babylonisches im NT, pp. 62f.). It isto this fundamental conception that 
the author of IIpós 'Efpaíovs recurs, only to elaborate it in an altogether new 
form, which went far beyond Philo. Philo’s argument (Zeg. А/ ер. iii. 33), 
on this very verse of Exodus, is that Bezaleel only constructed an imitation 
(utunuara) of та архетута given to Moses; the latter was called up to the 
mountain to receive the direct idea of God, whereas the former worked 
simply dd ткїйз rv "yevouévev. In de Plant. 6 he observes that the very 
name of Bezaleel (bw 532) means **one who works in shadows” (ёи oxcais 
тобу); in De Somniis, i. 35, he defines it as “іп the shadow of God,” and 
again contrasts Bezaleel with Moses: 0 меу ota. okiàs 0теурафето, 9 0 où axiás, 


1 Put before pye., because the point is not that the oracle was given, but 
what the oracle contained. 
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айт4$ бё ras ápxerimovs ёбтшойруүє: pices. In Vit. Mos. iii. 3 he argues that 
in building the oxnv Moses designed to produce кабӛтер ат” ápxerimov 
урафӣѕ kal vogrüv торабесүнітоу alcOnra шилиата . . . б деу otv Tiros 
тод mapadelyparos еуесфрау(ето тт Stavola той троф)то/ . . . Tò 9 4тоте- 
Acopa трде тд» т/тоу €dnuLoupyEtro. 


Не then continues (v.9 убу $, logical as in 28 07, answering 
to ei pév in у.) the thought of Christ's superior Aevrovpyía. by 
describing him again (cp. 722) in connexion with the superior 
біобйкт, and using now not éyyvos but peottms. Meoirys (see on 
Gal 31?) commonly means an arbitrator (e.g. Job 995, Rein. P. 44° 
[a.D. 104] 6 катастабєіѕ крит peoitys) or intermediary in some 
civil transaction (ОР. 120819); but this writer's use of it, always in 
connexion with Staben (915 1225)! and always as a description 
of Jesus (as in 1 Ti 25), implies that it is practically (see on 722) 
a synonym for éyyvos. Indeed, linguistically, it is a Hellenistic 
equivalent for the Attic peréyyvos, and in Diod. Siculus, iv. 54 
(тобтоу yàp p.eaírgv yeyovóra тёу ópoXoyiiv еу Kodyous еттууӘФо 
Веңбісеу aùr тарастоубоуиеуд), its meaning corresponds to that 
of éyyvos. ‘The sense is plain, even before the writer develops 
his ideas about the new a0», for, whenever the idea of re- 
conciliation emerges, terms like месітуе and peovrevew are natural. 
Мєоітуѕ кай SiadAaxrys is Philo's phrase? for Moses (Vit. Mos. 
11. 19). And as a бабуку was a gracious order of religious 
tellowship, inaugurated upon some historical occasion by sacrifice, 
it was natural to speak of Jesus as the One who mediated this 
new 8:00укт of Christianity. Не gave it (Theophyl. месітуе «ai 
ббтуз); he it was who realized it for men and who maintains it 
for men. АП that the writer has to say meantime about the 
д:абукар is that it has been enacted (v.9) ёті xpettrooww érayyeMais. 
This passive use of ғороетеіу is not unexampled ; cf. e.g. OGZS. 
49355 (ii A.D.) каї тафта piv tpety ópÜOs kai каћоѕ . . . vevopo- 
Өєтусбо. It `s implied, of course, that God is ó vopoGeray (as in 
LXX Ps 837) What the “ better promises” are, he now proceeds 
to explain, by a contrast between their бабукт) and its predecessor. 
The superiority of the new діабукту is shown by the fact that God 
thereby superseded the «85x with which the levitical cultus 
was bound up; the writer quotes an oracle from Jeremiah, 
again laying stress on the fact that it came after the older дабзјкт 
(уу.7:13) and enumerating its promises ascontained in a new д:абукт. 


! In these two latter passages, at least, there may be an allusion to the 
contemporary description of Moses as ‘‘ mediator of the covenant " (‘‘arbiter 
testamenti" Ass. 270575, i. I4). Тһе writer does not contrast Jesus with 
Michael, who was the great angelic mediator in some circles of Jewish piety 
(ср. Jub 1%, Test. Dan 6). 

? Josephus (Ant. xvi. 2. 2) says that Herod тӧу тар “Аәрітта riciv 
еті(лтоушеуеу рєсіттѕ fv, and that his influence moved трф$ ras evepyealas 


ы 


о) Враб/уоута тӛу Аүріттау». "Idedor меу yap айтду &.1А№аёєу dpyisdjevor, 
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* For if that first covenant had been faultless, there would have been no 
occasion for a second. 8 Whereas God does find fault with the people of that 
covenant, when he says: 

** The day is coming, saith the Lord, 
when 7 will conclude a new covenant with the house of Israel and with 
the house of Judah. 

9 Jt will not бе on the lines of the covenant I made with their fathers, 

on the day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of Egypts 
Land; 
for they would not hold to my covenant, 
so Í left them alone, saith the Lord. 
10 This zs the covenant 1 will make with the house of Israel when that 
(“Һе дау” of v.9) day comes, saith the Lord ; 
Z will set my laws within their mind, 
scribing them upon their hearts ; 
Z will be a God (eis Oedv, Т.е. all that men can expect a God to be) zø 
then, 
ала they shall be a People to me ; 
П one citizen will no longer teach his fellow, 
опе тап will no longer teach his brother (róv adedpdv avrov, 2.6. опе 
another, Ex 107%), 
saying, ** Know the Lord.” 
for all shall know me, low and high together. 
12 7 will be merciful to their inuiquities, 
and remember their sins no more. 

18 By saying “а new covenant,” he antiguates the first. Апа whatever is 

antiquated and aged ts on the verge of vanishing. 


The contents of the prediction of а kawij б‹@Өткт by God, 
and the very fact that such was necessary, prove the defectiveness 
of the first дгабуку. The writer is struck by the mention of a 
new д:абукт even in the OT itself, and he now explains the 
significance of this. As for ў проти (sc. биабука)) èkeivn, eè... 
дрерттов (if no fault could have been found with it), ойк àv 
Seutépas éLyntetto témos. Деотерав is replaced by érépas in B* (so 
В. Weiss, Blass); but, while érepos could follow трдтов (Mt 21°), 
Sevrepos is the term chosen in 109, and В* is far too slender 
evidence by itself. Z«qreiv rómov is one of those idiomatic phrases, 
like etpety тотоу апа Хо ету тотоу, of which the writer was fond. 
The force of the уар after peg ópevos is: “апа there was occasion 
for a second àu 07k», the first was not dpepmros, since," etc. It 
need make little or no difference to the sense whether we read 
atots (N° B D° L 6. 38. 88. тод. 256. 436. 467. 999. 1311. 1319. 
1739. 1837. 1845. 1912.2004.2127 Origen) or aitovs (AF A DF КР 
W 33 vg arm), for peupópevos can take a dative as well as 
an accusative (cf. Arist. Aet. 1. 6. 24, Корубго 6” ov дёдфєтал то 
“Әиоу: Aesch. Prom. 63, ot0eis еубіков uéjalravro jot) in the sense of 
“ censuring " or “finding fault with,” and peudopevos naturally goes 
with avtots or aùroús. ‘The objection to taking aórots with Aéyei! 

1 ueuoópevos is then ‘Бу way of censure," and some think the writer 
purposely avoided adding айт)». Which, in view of what he says in у. 18, is 
doubtful; besides, he has iust said that the former d:a67)xy was not диеиттов. 
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is that the quotation is not addressed directly to the people, 
but spoken at large. Thus the parallel from 2 Mac 27 (мемуа- 
pevos aùroîs е?теу) 15 not decisive, and the vg is probably correct 
in rendering “vituperans enim eos dicit." Тһе context ex- 
plains here as in 48 and 1128 who are meant by atrovs. The 
real interest of the writer in this Jeremianic oracle is shown when 
he returns to it in 1019-18; what arrests him is the promise of a 
free, full pardon at the close. But he quotes it at length, partly 
because it did imply the supersession of the older байк] and 
partly because it contained high promises (уу.19:12), higher than 
had yet been given to the People. Мо doubt it also contains a 
warning (у.9), like the text from the 95th psalm (37%), but this is 
not why he recites it (see p. xl). 

Тһе text of Jer 383134 (3181-34) as he read it in his bible (ге. 
in A) ran thus: 


3 `~ € , y Li , 
ібой Эмерав épxovrat, Хеув Kvptos, 

% 6 05 ^ м `I nA % ^ ^ Al À 6 05, 
xai Фабйсорае TG oiko 'lopajA кай тө oiky lovóa ayyy 

ГА 
кагуу, 

э \ ` , а / ^ , з ^ 
ой ката Tiv бїаӨткуу Hv биберду Tots татраст, avTOv 
èv juépa ёт:МаВорёуоо prov THS xepós ойтбу é&ayayetv avTous ёк 

yns Абузттоу, 
g 3 А 3 > 7 3 ^ 6 0 , 
Ori айтоі оюк évéuewav èv TH мабукт pov, 

3 * 3 , 3 ^ % , 
кауо реса abrOv, dno Kvptos. 

е е е , «^ Р ғ + 3 ) 
бт айт, ў д:абукэ Hv Фабісонал TO oiky IopajA 

* * , r 
мето. та ўиёроѕ éketvas, «oiv Kúpwos, 

А , , ” 
8:800 убиом pov eis ту Otàvoiay avTOv 

Ж ^ 

kal émvypdije aitovs еті tas Kapdias афтбу, 
^ 
каї Oopat аһтоу5 
% м 3 ^ э х 
каї ёсоца: abrots eis бебу. 
` э 4 у 2 3 а 
каї ађтої есоуто( рог eis Лабу. 
`~ ^ 
kat ob py) diddaéwou ёкастоѕ Tov adeApov avroU 

` е ^ ^ 
Kat €xagTos Tov тАтсіоу афто? Хушу: уруб: тоу Кур‹оу, 
бт. таутес ібусоуоау pe 
ато рикро® ews меуаХоу avTOv, 

БА ^ ^ 
бт. tÀeos Evopat Tals 4бікіюіе афтоу 
% ^ ^ ^ ^ 
кої тфу dpaptiav avTOv ой py русӣ еті. 


Our author follows as usual the text of А upon the whole (2.2. Méye toi 
фит!» in v.9, кауш in v.82, the omission of pov after дгабукт and of бшсш 
after бібойе in v.9?, ой wh бабабоса» for ой біба соус in у. and the omission 
of адтду after шкроб), but substitutes суутеХесо еті тд» olkov (bis) for д:а03- 
соша Tq olko іп v.9!, reads Aéyec for фут!» in v.* and v.93, alters бїєӨёшлү 
into érolzca (Q*), and follows B in reading xai еті к. айтФу before the verb 
(v.3), and тот». . ddeApév in v.?!, as well as in omitting xai бу. adrovs 
(A x) in the former verse; іп у. he reads eióZsovew (x Q) instead of 


1 où ий only occurs in Hebrews in quotations (here, 1017 135); out of 
about ninety-six occurrences in the NT, only eight are with the future. 
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ió'jaovaw, the forms of ода and eldov being repeatedly confused (cp. Thackeray, 
278). These minor changes may be partly due to the fact that he is quoting 
from memory. Іп some cases his own text has been conformed to other 
versions of the LXX ; e.g. A D Y boh restore шоу in у.!0, x* К vg Clem. 
Chrys. read kapóíav (with x in LXX), though the singular! is plainly a соп: 
formation to dlavoay (“ Für den Plural sprechen ausser A D L noch В, 
wo nur das C in € verschrieben und daraus emt карбай eavrwv geworden ist, 
und P, wo der Dat. in den Acc. verwandelt," B. Weiss in Zexte u. Unter- 
suchungen, xiv. 3. 16, 55) ; В Y arm revive the LXX (B) variant ypdyw ; the 
LXX (Q) variant wAngiov is substituted for тоХЛітту by P vg syr®*! eth 38. 
206. 218. 226. 257. 547. 642. 1288. 1311. 1012, etc. Cyril, and the LXX 
(B О к) айтору restored after шкрод by 0° L syr boh eth, etc. On the other 
hand, a trait like the reading етоіуса in the LXX text of Q* may be due to the 
influence of Hebrews itself. The addition of кай TO» àvoutv adrév after or 
before xai rGv ашартіфу айти іп v.!? is a homiletic gloss from 1017, though 
strongly entrenched in x A C DK LP Y 6. 104. 326, etc. vg pesh arm Clem 


ХуутӨЛесо 9va8 ky, a literary LXX variant for тосо dcadyxny, 
recalls the phrase cuvreAéoar д:абдукту (Тег 418 (348)), and, as 1274 
(véas біо01кте) shows, the writer draws no distinction between 
ковуд< and véos (v.8). In v.? the genitive absolute (етаХафореуоу 
ноу) after pépa, instead of ёу 7 eweAaGduny (as Justin correctly 
puts it, Dial. xi.), 15 a Hellenistic innovation, due here to trans- 
lation, but paralleled in Bar 2% еу (шера évreiXapuévov oov а®тоФ); 
іп ёт, (causal only here and in v.19) . . . évéwewvay, the latter is our 
“abide by," in the sense of obey or practise, exactly as in 
Isokrates, кат& тфу Уофиотау, 20: ols el tis елі TOv трабешу 
ешкеіуееу. Bengel has a crisp comment оп айтої . . . káyó here 
апа оп éoopar . . . каї adroit (“ correlata . . . sed ratione inversa ; 
populus fecerat initium tollendi foederis prius, in novo omnia et 
incipit et perficit Deus ") ; and, as it happens, there is a dramatic 
contrast between jpéAnoa here and the only other use of the 
verb in this epistle (29). In у.19 $:8оџѕ, by the omission of dace, 
is left hanging in the air; but (cp. Moulton, 222) such participles 
could be taken as finite verbs in popular Greek of the period 
(cp. e.g. харотоучбеі in 2 Со 819) The кош) 9ia0xq is to be 
on entirely fresh lines, not a mere revival of the past; it is to 
realize а knowledge of God which is inward and intuitive 
(уу.10: 17), ‘There is significance in the promise, каї écopjac adtois 

. . eis Aadv. А aĝe was always between God and his 
people, and this had been the object even of the former 0x0: 
(Ex. 67); now it is to be realized at last. Philo's sentence 
(“even if we are sluggish, however, He is not sluggish about 
taking to Himself those who are fit for His service ; for He says, 
“Т will take you to be a people for myself, and I will be your 
God," De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 26) 15 ап apt comment; but 
our author, who sees the new 90x fulfilled in Christianity, has 


1 That еті takes the accusative here is shown by 1016; кардіаѕ cannot be 
the genitive singular alongside of an accusative. 
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his own views about how such a promise and purpose was 
attainable, for while the oracle ignores the sacrificial ritual 
altogether, he cannot conceive any pardon apart from sacrifice, 
nor any бшаб/ку apart from a basal sacrifice. These ideas he is 
to develop in his next paragraphs, for it is the closing promise 
of pardon! which is to him the supreme boon. Meanwhile, 
before passing on to explain how this had been mediated by 
Jesus, he (v.18) drives home the truth of the contrast between old 
and new (see Introd., p. xxxix) "Еу rà Méyew (same construc- 
tion as іп 28)—when the word kathy (sc. дгабукти) was pro- 
nounced, it sealed the doom of the old дабуку. Madardw 
(meroAatoxke) in this transitive sense (“һе hath abrogat,” Tyndale) 
is known to the LXX (Job 95, La 3*, both times of God in 
action); үурдбокеш is practically equivalent to мараіуесбал, and 
implies decay (see Wilamowitz on Eur. Herakles, 1223). Тһе 
two words éyyis (as in 6%) афомороб, at the end of the paragraph, 
sound like the notes of a knell, though they have no contem- 
porary reference ; the writer simply means that the end of the old 
д:абуку was at hand (p. xxii). The new would soon follow, as it 
had done è vid (11). The verb adavilew (-вобал)15 applied to legis- 
lation (e.g., Lysias, 868, түу vpérepav уонобео(ау афауібоутав) in 
the sense of abolition, lapsing or falling into desuetude, Dion. 
Hal. Ant. 111. 178, às (Ze. Numa's laws) афауисбйуал ovvéByn то 
ypovw, the opposite of афау/беу being урафе (ibid. ix. 608, 
KATA TOUS VOMOVS, ots oU уєшттї дєт=є ypádew пала: yàp еурафчсау, 
кай ovdets avTovs 1)bávi£e xpóvos), and the sense of disappearance in 
ddavicpos appears already in the LXX (eg. Jer 2837 қай естой 
BafjvAàv eis афаоусиоу). 

But the new dca6nxy is also superior to the old by its sacrifice 
(91), sacrifice being essential to any forgiveness such as has been 
promised. The older біабуүку had its sanctuary and ritual (vv.1-5), 
but even these (vv.9f.) indicated a defect. 


1 The first covenant had indeed tts regulations for worship and a material 
sanctuasy. ? A tent was set up (karacKevdsw as in 3%), the outer tent, con- 
taining the lampstand, the table, and the loaves of the Presence; this is 
called the Holy place. * But behind (perd only here in NT of place) złe 
second veil was the tent called the Holy of Holies, * containing the golden 
altar of incense, and also the ark of the covenant covered all over with gold, 
which held the golden pot of manna, the rod of Aaron that once blossomed, 
and the tablets of the covenant ; 9 above this were the cherubim of the Glory 
overshadowing the mercy-seat —matters which (т.е. all in 25) it zs impossible 
for me to discuss at present in detail, 





1 With тоу duapriwy airwy ой uh шутов ёт compare the parable of R. 
Jochanan and R. Eliezer on God’s readiness to forget the sinful nature of his 
servants: “ There is a parable concerning a king of flesh and blood, who said 
to his servants, Build me a great palace on the dunghill. They went and 
built it for him. It was not thenceforward the king’s pleasure to remember 
the dunghill which had been there” (Chagiga, 16 a. i. 27). 
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The kaw) 9ra84xn of 8713 had been realized by the arrival of 
Christ (91); hence the older Фабүкі) was superseded, and the 
writer speaks of it in the past tense, eîxe. Ав for ў прёт (sc. 
дгабіјкт) of which he has been just speaking (813) the antithesis 
of the entire passage is between ў mpórm 8:абткт (vv.119) and 
ў көшуі) адука (vv.!!-22), as is explicitly stated in v.15. Тһе ка! 
(om. B 38. 206%, 216%, 489. 547. 1739. 1827 boh pesh Origen) 
before ў проту emphasizes the fact that the old had this in 
common with the new, viz. worship and a sanctuary. This is, of 
course, out of keeping with the Jeremianic oracle of the new 
бюбікц, which does not contemplate any such provision, but 
the writer takes a special view of діабдуку which involves a 
celestial counterpart to the ritual provisions of the old order. 

The former 9u 5x», then, embraced Sixatdpara, 7.е. regula- 
tions, as in Lk 19 and т Mac 222% (Әеос tv. катаћє тєр vopov 
kal дікаафрата Tov убдоу Tov DaciÀAéos ойк акоъсбиєда, taped Oey 
Tiv Aarpíav Nuov), rather than rights or privileges (as, e.g., 
ОР. 111915 тфу eaipérwv ths Terépas татр/бое Owatwspárov), 
arrangements for the cultus. Aatpetas grammatically might be 
accusative plural (as in v.9), but is probably the genitive, after 
Suxarmpata, which it defines. Латрєіа or (as spelt іп W) Aarpía 
(cp. Thackeray, 87) is the cultus (Ro 9*), or any specific part of 
it (Ex 12% 27), Тһе close connexion between worship and a 
sanctuary (already іп 82 3) leads to the addition of тб те (as in 
13 65) dyvov koopixdv. By то бүюу the author means the entire 
sanctuary (so, e.g; Ex 363, Nu 3%), not the innermost sacred 
shrine or дуга ayewv. This is clear. What is not so clear is the 
meaning of коску, and the meaning of its position after the 
noun without an article. Primarily косшкоѕ here as іп Ті 212 
(ras котршакй< етчбушіов) 15 an equivalent for елі уй (83), ге. 
mundane or material, as opposed to émoupáwov ОГ où тафтт$ TÍS 
ktigews (у.:). А fair parallel to this occurs in Zest. Jos. 178, 
0:0. THY котрактуу pov dogay. But did our author use it with a 
further suggestion? It would have been quite irrelevant to his 
purpose to suggest the “public” aspect of the sanctuary, al- 
though Jews like Philo and Josephus might speak of the temple 
as xooptxds in this sense, 26. in contrast to synagogues and 
тросеохай which were of local importance (Philo, ad Сагит. 
1019), or simply as a place of public worship (e.g. Jos. Bell. 
1М255272, Tis KOO PAKS OpyoKetas катардоутав, троткъууоздёуоу$ TE 
rois ёк THS оікоомеууе TapaBarXrovow eis тту поћи). Neither 
would our author have called the sanctuary котшкб< as symbolic 
of the xoopos, though Philo (Vit. Mosis, iti. 3-10) and Josephus 
(Ant. 11. 6. 4, Ш. 7. 7, “каста yàp TovTwy cis amopipyow каї 
діатутоса, Tov oÀov) also play with this fancy. Не views the 
sanctuary as a dim representation of the divine sanctuary, not 
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of the universe. Yet һе might have employed xoejuxóv in а 
similar sense, if we interpret the obscure phrase puatipiov котш- 
kòy éxxAyoias іп Did. 11!! (see the notes of Dr. C. Taylor and 
Dr. Rendel Harris in their editions) as a spiritual or heavenly 
idea, * depicted in the world of sense by emblematic actions or 
materlal objects," **a symbol or action wrought upon the stage 
of this world to illustrate what was doing or to be done on a 
higher plane." "Thus, in the context of the Didache, marriage 
would be a pvortypioy koapakóv (cp. Eph 5°?) of the spiritual rela- 
tion between Christ and his church. This early Christian usage 
may have determined the choice of кооу/мкду here, the sanctuary 
being «xogpıxóv because it is the material representation or 
parabolic outward expression of the true, heavenly sanctuary. 
But at best it is a secondary suggestion; unless кос/мкду could 
be taken as “ornamented,” the controlling idea 15 that the 
sanctuary and its ritual were external and material (ducawpara 
capkós, xeupozoujrov, харотойута). ‘The very position of котшкб» 
denotes, as often in Greek, a stress such as might be conveyed 
in English by “а sanctuary, material indeed." 

The &ytov is now described (v.?*), after Ex 25-26. It con- 
sisted of two parts, each called a oxyvy. Тһе large outer tent, 
the first (fj проту) to be entered, was called “Aya (neut. plur., 
not fem. sing.) The phrase, ўти Méyerac “Ayta! would have 
been in a better position immediately after ў проту, where, 
indeed, Chrysostom (followed by Blass) reads it, instead of after 
the list of the furniture. Тһе lampstand stood in front (to the 
south) of the sacred table on which twelve loaves or cakes of 
wheaten flour were piled (4 тро90ео16 TÀv dprov-— ot арто: THs 
тробесевв), the Hebrew counterpart of the well-known lectis- 
ternia: ў Tpámefa . .. áprov is a hendiadys for “the table with 
its loaves of the Presence." Such was the furniture of the outer 
октуу. Then (vv.?5) follows a larger catalogue (cp. Joma 24) of 
what lay inside the inner shrine (ayta dytwv) behind the curtain 
(Ех 2719) which screened this from the outer tent, and which is 
called бедтероу kara mérac pa, беӛтероу, because the first was a curtain 
hung at the entrance to the larger tent, and котатетасра, either 
because that is the term used in Ex 26315 (the particular passage 
the writer has in mind here), the term elsewhere being usually 
kdAvppa Or етістастроу (Ex 2636 etc.), or because Philo had 
expressly distinguished the outer curtain as kdàvuua, the inner 
as кататетасиа (de vita Mosis, 11. 9) This inner shrine con- 
tained (v.*) хрисоду Форлоттрооу, Ze. a wooden box, overlaid with 
gold, on which incense (бушмора) was offered twice daily by the, 
priests. Тһе LXX calls this бисасттроу ToU душаратос (Ex 
301-10), but our writer follows the usage of Philo, which is also, 

! Tà” Ayia (B arm) is an attempt to reproduce exactly the LXX phrase. 
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оп the whole, that of Josephus, in calling it бошаттрюоу (50 
Symm. Theodotion, Ex 30! 318); бишатаріоу, in the non-biblical 
papyri, denotes articles like censers in a sanctuary, but is never 
used in the LXX of levitical censers, though Josephus occasion- 
ally describes them thus, like the author of 4 Mac 70. The 
ordinary view was that this Өор:атўріои stood beside the Auyvia 
and the sacred rpámefa іп the outer sanctuary. Both Philo (e.g. 
quis rer. div. 46, трібу Ovrov еу rois ауіоц oKevedv, Avxvtas, 
трат, бошаттріоә: de vita Mos. iil. 9 f., in the outer tent, та 
Nowra тра оскелі... мбсоу pev TO бошатуроу . .. Tijv бе Avxviav 
...% 96 vpáze(a) and Josephus (427. iii. 6. 4f.; cp. viii. 4. т for 
the reproduction in Solomon's temple) are quite explicit on this. 
Indeed no other position was possible for an altar which required 
daily service from the priests; inside the дуа тәу ауішу it would 
have been useless. But another tradition, which appears in the 
contemporary (Syriac) apocalypse of Baruch (67) placed the 
altar of incense! inside the á&yta «үшу, a view reflected as early 
as the Samaritan text of the pentateuch, which put Ex 30119 
(the description of the altar of incense) after 26%, where logically 
it ought to stand, inserting a NWT 965 in Ex 4027 (where the 
altar of incense is placed “ before the veil”). The earliest hint 
of this tradition seems to be given іп the Hebrew text of т K 6, 
where Solomon is said to have overlaid with gold “ (ре altar that 
is by the oracle” (Ze. the ауа душ). But our author could not 
have been influenced by this, for it is absent from the LXX text. 
His inaccuracy was rendered possible by the vague language of 
the pentateuch about the position of the altar of incense, дтеуолті 
тоў кататетасматов тод буто$ ёті т) кЦЗотод TOv paprvpuv 
(Ех 309) where ázévavru may mean “opposite” or “close in 
front of” the curtain—but on which side of it? In Ex 37 the 
трӛте(а, the Avxvía, and the altar of incense are described 
successively after the items in the aya &yíov ; but then the LXX 
did not contain the section on the altar of incense, so that this 
passage offered no clue to our writer. In Ex 40° it is merely put 
évavr(ov THs KiBwrod. This vagueness is due to the fact that in 
the original source the sketch of the oxyvy had no altar of 
incense at all; the latter is a later accretion, hence the curious 
position of Ex 301-10 in a sort of appendix, and the ambiguity 
about its site. 


After all it is only an antiquarian detail for our author. It has been 
suggested that he regarded the &ү тб» åylwv, irrespective of the veil, as 
symbolizing the heavenly sanctuary, and that he therefore thought it must 
include the altar of incense as symbolizing the prayers of the saints. But 
there is no trace of such a symbolism elsewhere in the epistle ; it is confined to 
the author of the Apocalypse (8?*). Тһе suggestion that he meant £xovca 





! Whether the language means this or a censer is disputed. 
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to express only a close or ideal connexion between the inner shrine and the 
altar of incense, is popular (e.g. Delitzsch, Zahn, Peake, Seeberg) but quite 
unacceptable ; ёҳоџса as applied to the other items could not mean this,’ and 
what applies to them applies to the бушаттрюоу. Besides, the point of the 
whole passage is to distinguish between the contents of the two compartments. 
Still less tenable is the idea that @uysarjpiov really means ‘‘censer” or 
“incense pan.” This way out of the difficulty was started very early (in the 
peshitta, the vulgate), but a censer is far too minor a utensil to be included in 
this inventory ; even the censer afterwards used on atonement-day did not 
belong to the dya TG» &ylev, neither was it golden. What the скари had 
was merely a brazier (mupetov, Lv 16!?). Since it 15 not possible that so 
important an object as the altar of incense could have been left out, we may 
assume without much hesitation that the writer did mean to describe it by 
8vjua r)ptov,? and that the irregularity of placing it on the wrong side of the 
curtain is simply another of his inaccuracies in describing what he only 
knew from the text of the LXX. In B the slip is boldly corrected by the 
transference of (xal) ҳрисоду бишатуріоу to v.?, immediately after dprwy (so 
Blass). 


The second item is rv к«Вотду Ts 8:00ўктсѕ covered with gold 
all over (таутобеу: Philo’s phrase is еубобеу кай é£o0ev, de Ebriet. 
21), a chest or box about 4 feet long and 21 feet broad and high 
(Ех 2510), which held three sacred treasures, (а) the golden pot 
(ordpvos, Attic feminine) of manna (Ех 169795); (2) Aaron's rod ў 
BXaor(jcaca (in the story of Nu 17111, which attested the sacerdotal 
monopoly of the clan of Levi); and (с) at mAákes tis $:абуктс 
(Ех 25195 3118) Ze, the two stone tablets on which the decalogue 
was written (тАдкав ðalýkys, Dt 09; évéBaAov tas mAaxas eis THY 
к.Вотоу, 10°), the decalogue summarizing the terms of the д:абукэ 
for the People. In adding xpvoq to стамуов the writer follows the 
later tradition of the LXX and of Philo (de congressu, 18); the pot 
is not golden іп the Hebrew original. Не also infers, as later 
Jewish tradition did, that the ark contained this pot, although, 
like Aaron’s rod, it simply lay in front of the ark (Ex 1699-95, Nu 
170), He would gather from 1 K 8? that the ark contained the 
tablets of the covenant. Не then (v.5) mentions the yxepouBety 
(Aramaic form) or xepovBeip (Hébrew form) 86846, two small 
winged figures (Ex 251820) whose pinions extended over a 
rectangular gold slab, called тб Әооттриоу, laid on the top of the 
ark, which it fitted exactly. They are called cherubim Adéys, 
which is like MeyaXoovvys (1? 81) a divine title, applied to Jesus 
in Ja 2!, but here used as in Ro 9*. Тһе cherubim on the 
Әаотуркоу represented the divine Presence as accessible in mercy ; 
the mystery of this is suggested by the couplet in Sir 498 00: 


ТебекДА, Ss «беу брасіу Adéys 
jv trédakey aŭro ёті ардато$ хероч ей. 
! The change from еу 7 to £xovca is purely stylistic, and £xovca in both 


instances means ** containing." 
: бу 0 ) lacks th icle, lik 1 7 
хруаобу бишаттрооу lacks the article, like orduvos xpvaj. 
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Philo's account of тб tħaornpiov is given in de vita Mosis, iii. 
8, 9 dt киВштоѕ . . . kexpvowpévy zoAvreAOs еубобеу те kat еСбеу, 
Ws ел(бена drave тама тб Хеубивуоу èv iepats [Bu9Aows. iNaorýpiov 
. . . Өтер бокеу eva, сом ВоХЛоу фәсикотероу меу тї їАєш то? heod 
боудиеов. Lower down, in the same paragraph, he speaks of 
TO ém(Üeua тб mpocayopevójevoy iñaorýpiov, and тё tNaorýpiov is 
similarly used in De Cherub. 8 (оп the basis of Ex 2519). Тһе 
етіберо or covering of the ark was splashed with blood on 
atonement-day; perhaps, even apart from that, its Hebrew 
original meant “ means of propitiation,” and was not incorrectly 
named thacrypiov (ср. Deissmann in ZB. 3027-3035), but our 
author simply uses it in its LXX sense of “ mercy-seat.” Не does 
not enter into any details about its significance ; in his scheme 
of sacrificial thought such a conception had no place. Philo 
also allegorizes the overshadowing wings of the cherubim as a 
symbol of God's creative and royal powers protecting the cosmos, 
and explains Ех 25?*as follows (Quaest. in Exod. 257?) : rà меу 
оди тері THY KiBwrov ката pépos єрт”, Set бє ovAANBSyV душбфеу 
4ғаДа|дута ToO үуөшрісал ҳари Tivwv Tatra ori сър Вола біебеЛфей» 
nv 66 ravra. сър Волка" котос Kat rà еу айту} бұсалрббиеуа vópaga. 
Kai еті тайт TO thagTypiov Kai тй еті тоё іЛастуріоо Xaddaiwv 
yMérrg Хеудиеуа xepovBip, txép 8ё rovrov Kata тб uécov форї kai 
Абуов kai Фтерауө 6 Aéyov «rÀ. But our author does not enter 
into any such details. He has no time for further discussion of 
the furniture, he observes; whether he would have allegorized 
these items of antiquarian ritual, 1f or when he had leisure, we 
cannottell. Тһе only one he does employ mystically is the ката- 
тетаорао (10%) and his use of it is not particularly happy. Не 
now breaks off, almost as Philo does (guis rez. div. 45, тодӛу 6” бута 
TÓv тері ékda Tov Àóyov Фтербетвоу «іса%бе) on the same subject. 
Kata pépos 15 the ordinary literary phrase in this connexion (e.g. 
2 Мас 2% ; Polybius, 1. 67. 11, тері фу ovx oiov те 0:0 rs урафт)ѕ тоу 
ката, мерое атободуоы Абуоу, and Poimandres [ed. Reitzenstein, p. 84 | 
тері Фу 6 ката pépos Абуов есті ToAUs). OdK естіу as in т Co 117, 

Worship in а sanctuary like this shows that access to God 
was defective (vv.93), as was inevitable when the sacrifices were 
external (уу.819)) Having first shown this, the writer gets back to 
the main line of his argument (82), viz. the sacrifice of Jesus 
as pre-eminent and final (v.24), 


6 Such were the arrangements for worship. The priests constantly enter 
the first tent (v.?) tn the discharge of their ritual аш ез, 7 but the second tent 
ts entered only once a year by the highpriest alone—and tt must not be with- 
out blood, which he presents on behalf of (cp. 53) himself and the errors of 
the People. 8 By this the holy Spirit means that the way into the Holiest 
Presence was not yet disclosed so long as the first tent 9 (which foreshadowed 
the present age) was still standing, with tts offerings of gifts and sacrifices 
which cannot (wh as in 4?) possibly make the conscience of the worshipper 
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perfect, 19 since they relate (sc. одсол) merely to food and drink and а variety 
of ablutions—outward regulations for the body, that only hold till the perioa 
of the New Order. 


In v.9 &i&à таутб$ = continually, as in BAZ. 1. 429 (ii В.С.) ot еу 
oiko Tüvres gov Ouravrós унау тоодо. Etotacw (which 
might even be the present with a futuristic sense, the writer 
placing himself and his readers back at the inauguration of the 
sanctuary : “ Now, this being all ready, the priests will enter,” etc.) 
émtteNouvtes (a regular sacerdotal or ritual term in Philo) Aarpetas 
(morning and evening, to trim the lamps and offer incense on the 
golden altar, Ex 272! 3075 etc. ; weekly, to change the bread of 
the Presence, Lv 24%, Jos. 4f. їп. 6. 6). The ritual of the 
inner shrine (v.3) is now described (v.’, cp. Joma 5%) ; the place is 
entered by the highpriest mag tod éviautod, on the annual day of 
atonement (Lv 162% 34, Ex 3010): only once, and he must be 
alone (uóvos, Lv 1617), this one individual out of all the priests. 
Even he dare not enter yepis айратов (Lv 16145), Ze. without 
carrying in blood from the sacrifice offered for his own and the 
nation's åyvonpárwv. Іп Gn 4312 áyvoyya. is “ап oversight,” but 
in Jg 5% Tob 33, т Mac 13%, Sir 23? дууо)шата and “sins” 
are bracketed together (see above on 52), and the word occurs 
alone in Polyb. xxxviii. 1. 5 as an equivalent for “offences” or 
* errors" in the moral sense. There is no hint that people were 
not responsible for them, or that they were not serious; on the 
contrary, they had to be atoned for. “Үтер «vA. ; fora similarly 
loose construction cp. 1 Jn 2? (où тері $uerépov [ápapriv| de 
póvov, àAXà каї epi oXov то? kóg ov). 

Rabbi Ismael b. Elischa, the distinguished exegete of 1-1 A.D., classified 
sins as follows (705. Joma 59): Transgressions of positive enactments were 
atoned for by repentance, involving a purpose of new obedience, according 
to Jer 2223 (** Return, ye backsliding children, and I will heal your back- 
slidings”). Тһе day of atonement, however, was necessary for the full 
pardon of offences against divine prohibitions: according to Lv 16° (** On 
that day shall the priest make atonement for you, to cleanse you, that ye 
may be clean from all your sins”). Ап offender whose wrongdoing deserved 
severe or capital punishment could only be restored by means of sufferings : 
according to Ps 892° (** Then will I visit their transgression with the rod, and 


their iniquity with stripes"). But desecration of the divine Name could not 
be atoned for by any of these three methods ; death alone wiped out this sin 


(Jer 24°). 

The author now (v.8) proceeds to find а spiritual significance 
in this ceremonial. АтХобутов is used of a divine meaning as in 
1227, here conveyed by outward facts. In 1 P 1M the verb is 
again used of the Spirit, and this 1s the idea here; Josephus 
(Ant. iii. 7. 7, 8з]\о% бе каї toy ЭӘйоу Kat THY сєАјути тәу сардоууҳоу 
éxdtepos) uses the same verb for the mystic significance of the 
jewels worn by the highpriest, but our author's interpretation of 
the significance of the сктуў is naturally very different from that 
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of Josephus, who regards the unapproachable character of the 
dóvrov or inner shrine as symbolizing heaven itself (Azz. 111. 6. 4 
and 7. 7, © rots tepetow Туу aBarov, ws ойрау05 дувто TO Ged. . . 
Sia тб kai Tov ойраубу 4уетіВатоу eivat dvOpwmros). For 68óv with 
gen. in sense of “ғау to," cp. Gn 3?* (rijv 0б0у то) ~vAov THs 
Сойв), Jg 514 (eis 680v Tod Suva).  Tàv дүшу here (like và ауѓа in 
vv.1* 29, cp. 1311) as in 10!9 means the very Presence of God, ап 
archaic liturgical phrase suggested by the context. Тһе word 
фауєрододо: was not found by the writer in his text of the LXX ; 
it only occurs in the LXX in Jer до (33), and the Latin phrase 
“iter patefieri” (eg. Caesar, de Bello Gall. 11. 1) is merely a 
verbal parallel. In tis mpórqs oxynvijs éxoóens отбоіу (v.9), the 
writer has chosen orao for the sake of assonance with еуестукота, 
but Екеу orado 15 a good Greek phrase for “to be in existence." 
The parenthesis ўт: тараВоћђ (here = т/то<, as Chrysostom saw) 
eis Tov katpóv Tov еуеотткбто means that the first oxyvy was merely 
provisional, as it did no more than adumbrate the heavenly 
reality, and provisional eis (as in Ac 4? eis тту аўру) TOv 
Katpoy Tov Еуеотукдта, 7.6. the period in which the writer and his 
readers lived, the period inaugurated by the advent of Jesus with 
his new 9:a05kq. This had meant the supersession of the older 
duadyxyn with its sanctuary and 8txatdpara, which only lasted 
péxpt Katpod б‹орбштєш$. But, so long as they lasted, they were 
intended by God to foreshadow the permanent order of religion ; 
they were, as the writer says later (v.73), бтобєсүната тфу еу tots 
ovpavots, mere copies but still copies. This is why he calls the 
fore-tent а mapaBoM]. For now, as he adds triumphantly, in a 
daring, imaginative expression, our dpxtepeds has passed through 
his heavenly fore-tent (v.14), and his heavenly sanctuary corre- 
sponds to a heavenly (Ze. a full and final) sacrifice. In the 
levitical ritual the highpriest on atonement-day took the blood 
of the victim through the fore-tent into the inner shrine. Little 
that accomplished! It was but a dim emblem of what our high- 
priest was to do and has done, in the New Order of things. 


When readers failed to see that 4 716... ёуєтттүкбта was a parenthesis, it 
was natural that каб’ #v should be changed into ка’ бу (De K L P, so Blass). 


The failure of animal sacrifices (9-10) lies ката cuve(Syow. Ав 
the inner consciousness here is a consciousness of sin, ‘‘con- 
science” fairly represents the Greek term ovvedyots. Now, the 
levitical sacrifices were ineffective as regards the conscience of 
worshippers; they were merely еті фрарасіу кої порасти kal ё‹афб- 
pots Banriopots, a striking phrase (ср. 13%) of scorn for the mass of 


1 Sc. jv. The construction was explained by the addition of xa@éornxev 
after évearqkóra (so бо. 104. 330. 436. 440. 462. 491. 823. 1319. 1836. 1837. 
1900. 2005. 2127, etc. ). 
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minute regulations about what might or might not be eaten or 
drunk, and about baths, etc. Food and ablutions are intelligible ; 
a book like Leviticus is full of regulations about them. But 
zópacw? Well, the writer adds this as naturally as the author of 
Ep. Aristeas does, in describing the levitical code. “І suppose 
most people feel some curiosity about the enactments of our law 
тері тє Tov Bpwradv каї wordy” (128); it was to safeguard us from 
pagan defilement that таутдбеу pâs тергбфрабеу ayvetats kal uà 
Bpwrdv каї morüv (142), еті тәу Bpwrdv xai тотфу дтарбамеуоув 
ейбеш тӛте cvyxpjaGat KeAever (158). It is curious that this de- 
fence of the levitical code contains an allusion which is a verbal 
parallel to our writer's disparaging remark here ; the author asserts 
that intelligent Egyptian priests call the Jews “men of God,” a 
title only applicable to one who eéffera« róv ката дАздєах бесу, 
since all others аге 4убротог Bpwray каї тотфу kal oxérys, 1) yàp 
таса $:40є01 аёту еті тата катафе(уеі. Tots бе тар TOv èv ovdevi 
таўта Х«Абуютоаы (140. 141). Libations of wine accompanied 
certain levitical sacrifices (ғ.ғ. Nu 515 615-17 281), but no ritual 
regulations were laid down for them, and they were never offered 
independently (cp. Zz. 4193, 4209). It is because the whole 
question of sacrifice is now to be restated that he throws in these 
disparaging comments upon the 8ópá те kai бисіол and their ac- 
companiments in the older окту. Such sacrifices were part and 
parcel of a system connected with (у.19) external ritual, and in con- 
cluding the discussion he catches up the term with which he had 
opened it : all such rites are 8ixatdpara саркоѕ, connected with the 
sensuous side of life and therefore provisional, uéxp« короб StopOó- 
gews ётїкєїнєўа. Неге етікеймеуа is “prescribed,” as in the descrip- 
tion of workmen on strike, in Zed¢. P. 2611 (114 B.C.) еукатоХейтоу- 
ras тї етікееуту doxyoXtay. | AcópÜoais means a “reconstruction ” 
of religion, such as the new 9ua81« (813) involved ; the use of the 
term in Polybius, iii. 118. 12 (zpós Tas тӘу roAvrevpárov біорбас ets), 
indicates how our author could seize on it for his own purpo:es. 


The comma might be omitted after фоттісоіс, and бікоората taken 
closely with pévov: ‘gifts and sacrifices, which (udvoy KTA. in apposition) аге 
merely (the subject of) outward regulations for the body," еті being taken as 
cumulative (Lk 32°)—‘‘ besides,” etc. This gets over the difficulty that the 
levitical offerings had a wider scope than food, drink, and ablutions; but еті 
is not natural in this sense here, and еті... Өатттцо$ is not a parenthetical 
clause. The insertion of xai before дїкашшиата (by x° B D° etc. vg hkl Chrys.), 
= even" or “іп particular” (which is the only natural sense), is pointless. 
Atxatépaow (De K L vg hkl) was an easy conformation to the previous datives, 
which would logically involve émiueusévois (as the vg implies: “ес justitiis 
carnis usque ad tempus correctionis impositis”), otherwise етікеішега, would be 
extremely awkward, after dvvduevat, іп apposition to бра тє xai volar. 


Now for the better sanctuary and especially the better sacri 
fice of Christ as our dpxtepeis (уу.11-28) | 
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п But when Christ arrived as the highpriest of the bliss that was to be, he 
passed through the greater and more perfect tent which no hands had made (no 
part, that is to say, of the present order), ? not (000 = nor yet) taking any blooa 
of goats and calves but his own blood, and entered once for all into the Holy 
place. He secured an eternal redemption. For if the blood of goats and bulls 
and the ashes of a hetfer, sprinkled on defiled persons, give them a holiness that 
bears on bodily purity, 1* how much more shall (кабарее(, logical future) the blood 
of Christ, who in the spirit of the eternal offered himself as ап unblemished 
sacrifice to God, cleanse your conscience from dead works to serve a living God.” 


This paragraph consists of two long sentences (уу.11-12 13. 14), 
The second is an explanation of aievtav Aórpoatv eópápevos at the 
close of the first. In the first, the sphere, the action, and the 
object of the sacrifice are noted, as a parallel to vv.9 7; but in 
vv.1?- 14 the sphere is no longer mentioned, the stress falling upon 
the other two elements. Тһе writer does not return to the 
question of the sphere till ху. 211: 

Хрістос 52 mapayevópevos (v.1). But Christ came on the 
scene,! and all was changed. Не arrived as ёрҳ:єрєџѕ, and the 
author carries on the thought by an imaginative description of 
him passing through the upper heavens (no hand-made, mun- 
dane fore-court this!) into the innermost Presence. It is a more 
detailed account of what he had meant by éxovres dpyxtepéa péyar 
SreAnAvOdra тоў$ odpavods (41%). Xetpomorrrov, like xerporoinrta (у.2*), 
means “ manufactured,” not “fictitious” (as applied to idols or 
idol-temples by the LXX and Philo). Tout’ écrw où raútns Tis 
ктісеое reads like the gloss of a scribe, but the writer is fond of 
this phrase тоут écrw, and, though it adds nothing to ой xetpo- 
постои, it may stand. Krios, in this sense of creation or created 
order, was familiar to him (e.g. Wis 517 199). MedAdvrwy, before 
dyaGy, was soon altered into yevouévov (by B D* 1611. 1739. 
2005 vt syr Orig. Chrys.), either owing to a scribe being misled 
by тарауеубиеуоз Or owing to a pious feeling that ueAAóvrov here 
(though not in 10!) was too eschatological. Тһе ауаба were 
péAAXovra in a sense even for Christians, but already they had 
begun to be realized; eg. in the Aérpecis. This full range was 
still to be disclosed (25 1314), but they were realities of which 
Christians had here and now some vital experience (see оп 65). 


Some editors (e.g. Rendall, Nairne) take ту *yevouévwv ayadav with what 
follows, as if the writer meant to say that ‘‘ Christ appeared as highpriest of 
the good things which came by the greater and more perfect tabernacle (not 
made with hands—that is, not of this creation). This involves, (a) the 
interpretation of 0086 as=‘‘ not by the blood of goats and calves either,” the 
term carrying on тарагуеубиеуов; and (0) д:4 in a double sense. There is no 
objection to (2), but (2) is weak ; the bliss and benefit are mediated not 
through the sphere but through what Jesus does in the sphere of the eternal 
скау. Others (e.g. Westcott, von Soden, Оой, Seeberg) take диа rijs 


1 Парагүеубиеуов (as Lk 125, Mt 3! suggest) is more active than the mega- 
vépwrat of у. 26, 
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ткт with Xpwrós, ‘Christ by means of the . . . sanctuary." This sense 
of б‹& is better than that of (a) above, and it keeps ба the same for vv.!! 
and 12 But the context (тарагууеубиеуов . . . elo3A0ev) points to the local use 
of біб in da Ts . . . сктуӯѕ, rather than to the instrumental; and it is no 
objection that the writer immediately uses ói& in another sense (бе aiuaros), 
for this is one of his literary methods (cp. б with gen. and accus. іп 2% ? 


29. 10 718. 19. 23. 24. 25). 

Continuing the description of Christ's sacrifice, he adds (у.12) 
о086 82 аїнато$ rpáyov (for the People) xai póoxwv (for himself), 
which according to the programme in Lv 16 the priest smeared 
on the east side of the tAacrypiov. Тһе later Jewish procedure 
is described in the Mishna tractate Joma, but our author simply 
draws upon the LXX text, though (like Aquila and Symmachus) 
he uses uóoxov instead of xéuapov. Ard is graphically used in 
бід той iStou atparos, as ІП 9c аѓратоѕ траүшу Kat pócxav, but the 
idea is the self-sacrifice, the surrender of his own life, in virtue 
of which! he redeemed his People, the aipa or sacrifice being 
redemptive as it was his. Тһе single sacrifice had eternal value, 
owing to his personality. Тһе term ефбтоб, a stronger form of 
атаб, which is unknown to the LXX, is reserved by our author 
for the sacrifice of Jesus, which he now describes as issuing in 
a Avrpocis—an archaic religious term which he never uses else- 
where; it is practically the same as dmoddtpwars (v.15), but he 
puts into it a much deeper meaning than the LXX or than Luke 
(198 238, the only other NT writer who employs the term. 
Though he avoids the verb, his meaning is really@that of 1 P 118 
(éAvrpóÜnre түлі» арат: ws йруо? ápopov Kai àaz(Aov Xpiotov) 
or of Ті 214 (ôs 6бөкеу éavróv ӛтер Huav, tva Àvrpoanjrat Has ато 
maons åvopias kai kaDapíay «алт Хабу meptovatov). 

In this compressed phrase, atwviav Аутршоіу evpapevos, (a) alwvlay 
offers the only instance of aldvios being modified in this epistle. (2) Ebpá- 
pevos, in the sense of Dion. Hal. Ant. v. 293 (ойте diaddAayas єйрато rots 
дубрасу kal кабобоу), and Jos. Anz. 1. 19. 1 (mámrov дбёау áper?s meyadns 
едрашеуоу), is a participle (for its form,? cp. Moulton, i. p. 51), which, though 
middle, is not meant to suggest any personal effort like *' by himself," much 
less * for himself”; the middle in Hellenistic Greek had come to mean what 
the active meant. What he secured, he secured for us (cp. Aelian, Var. Hist. 
iii. 17, kal avrots соттріау eÜpavro). Тһе aorist has not a past sense; it 
either means **to secure” (like eópáuevo: in 4 Mac 3% and еліскеүддеуог in 


2 Mac 11%), after a verb of motion (cp. Ас 2513), or **securing" (by what 
grammarians call ** coincident action ”). 


The last three words of v.!? are now (vv.1*- 14) explained by 
ап a fortiori argument. Why was Christ's redemption eternal? 
What gave it this absolute character and final force? In v.!? 


i The б.д here as in біб. туедиатов aiwvlov suggest the state in which а 
certain thing is done, and inferentially the use becomes instrumental, as we 
say, * he came zz power." 

2 The Attic form ейрбиеуов is preferred by D* 226. 436. 920. 
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трфүшу каї tavpwy reverses the order in 104, and ravpov is now 
substituted for pocywy. Тһе former led to тағроу xai трауоу 
being read (by the K LP group, Athanasius, Cyril, etc.), but 
*the blood of goats and bulls" was a biblical generalization 
(Ps 5033, Is 11), chosen here as a literary variation, perhaps for 
the sake of the alliteration, though some editors see Іп тайроу а 
subtle, deliberate antithesis to the feminine бароЛав. According 
to the directions of Nu 19% a red cow was slaughtered and then 
burned ; the ashes (ў omddos rijs SapudXeos) were mixed with fresh 
water and sprinkled upon any worshipper who had touched a 
dead body and thus incurred ceremonial impurity, contact with 
the dead being regarded as a disqualification for intercourse with 
men or God (see above on 6). This mixture was called vówp 
pavricpov. The rite supplies the metaphors of the argument in 
vv.1 15; it was one of the ablutions (v.!°) which restored the 
contaminated person (robs kekotwopévous) to the worshipping 
community of the Lord. Тһе cow is described as ápopov, the 
purified person as ka8após ; but our author goes ouside the LXX 
for кеког/шиеуоуе, and even раут/Сеш is rare in the LXX. “Тһе 
red colour of the cow and the scarlet cloth burnt on the pyre 
with the aromatic woods, suggest the colour of blood; the aro- 
matic woods are also probably connected with primitive ideas of 
the cathartic value of odours such as they produce" (R. A. S. 
Macalister in ERE. xi. 36a). The lustration had no connexion 
whatever with atonement-day, and it was only in later rabbinic 
tradition that it was associated with the functions of the high- 
priest. According to Pestkta доа, a pagan inquirer once pointed 
out to Rabbi Jochanan ben Zakkai the superstitious character of 
such rites. His disciples considered his reply unsatisfactory, 
and afterwards pressed him to explain to them the meaning of 
the ashes and the sprinkling, but all he could say was that it had 
been appointed by the Holy One, and that men must not 
inquire into His reasons (cp. Bacher's Agada а. Pal. Amoráer, 
i. 556; Agada der Tannaiten?, 1. 37, 38). Our author does not go 
into details, like the author of Ер. Barzadas (8), who allegorizes 
the ritual freely in the light of the Jewish tradition; he merely 
points out that, according to the bible, the rite, like the similar 
rite of blood on atonement-day, restored the worshipper to out- 
ward communion with God. “Аүшбек means this and no more. 


The removal of the religious tabu upon persons contaminated by contact 
with the dead was familiar to non-Jews. Тһе writer goes back to the OT 
for his illustration, but it would be quite intelligible to his Gentile Christian 
readers (cp. Marett's Ze Evolution of Religion, pp. 115f.; ERE. iv. 434, 
x. 456, 483, 485, 501), in a world where physical contact with the dead was 
a placua. Philo’s exposition (de spec. legibus, i. wept Ovóvrwv, 1 f.) of the rite 
is that the primary concern is for the purity of the soul; the attention 
needed for securing that the victim is äuwuov, or, as he says, mayres 
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оўдош» ддетохоу, is a figurative expression for moral sensitiveness on the part 
of the worshipper ; it is a regulation really intended for rational beings. Ov 
TQ» Üvouévev dpovris srw . . . АММА TOv бубутоу, (ға тері илдеу табов 
Knpaivwot. The bodily cleansing is only secondary, and even this he ingeni- 
ously allegorizes into a demand for self-knowledge, since the water and ashes 
should remind us how worthless our natures are, and knowledge of this kind 
is a wholesome purge for conceit! Thus, according to Philo, the rite did 
purge soul as well as body: dvayxatov rods uéXXovras фогтау els TÒ lepóv еті 
uerovolg Ovolas тд те oua фодрӯрєсдол каї Thy ұлғуйу трд той вошатов Our 
author does not share this favourable view (ср. Seeberg’s Der Tod Christi, 
рр. 53 f. ; O. Schmitz’s Die Offerauschauung des späteren Judentums, pp. 
281í.) He would not have denied that the levitical cultus aimed at spiritual 
good; what he did deny was that it attained its end. Till a perfect sacrifice 
was offered, such an end was unattainable. The levitical cultus ** provided 
a ritual cleansing for lhe community, a cleansing which, for devout minds that 
could penetrate beneath the letter to the spirit, must have often meant a sense 
of restoration to God's community. But at best the machinery was cumbrous : 
at best the pathway into God's presence was dimly lighted” (H. A. А. 
Kennedy, The Theology of the Epistles, p. 213). 


Our author does not explain how the blood of goats and 
bulls could free the worshiper from ceremonial impurity; the 
cathartic efficacy of blood is assumed. From the comparative 
study of religion we know now that this belief was due to the 
notion that “the animal that has been consecrated by contact 
with the altar becomes charged with a divine potency, and its 
sacred blood, poured over the impure man, absorbs and disperses 
his impurity” (Marett, The Evolution of Religion, p. 121). But 
in [pds “ЕР рабо, (а) though the blood of goats and bulls is 
applied to the people as well as to the altar, and is regarded as 
atoning (see below), the writer offers no rationale of sacrifice. 
Xwpis aiio Tekxvatas ov yiveratadeots. He does not argue, he takes 
for granted, that access to God involves sacrifice, z.e. blood shed. 
(2) He uses the rite of Nu 19 to suggest the cathartic process, 
the point of this lustration being the use of “water made holy 
by being mingled with the ashes of the heifer that had been 
burnt.” “Тһе final point is reached,” no doubt (Marett, of. cit. 
123), “when it is realized that the blood of bulls and goats 
cannot wash away sin, that nothing external can defile the heart 
or soul, but only evil thoughts and evil will" Yet our writer 
insists that even this inward defilement requires a sacrifice, the 
sacrifice of Christ's blood. This is now (v.14) urged in the phrase 
éaurüv тростусүкеу, where we at last see what was intended by 
тросфёре те in 83, We are not to think of the risen or ascended 
Christ presenting himself to God, but of his giving himself up 
to die as a sacrifice. Тһе blood of Christ means his life given 
up for the sake of men. Не did die, but it was a voluntary 
death—not the slaughter of an unconscious, reluctant victim ; 
and he who died lives. More than that, he lives with the power 
of that death or sacrifice. This profound thought is further 
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developed by (а) the term ӛророу, which is in apposition to 
éavróv ; and (4) by &à туебратов aiwvtov, which goes with mpoon- 
veyxev. (а) Paul calls Christians, or calls them to be, dpapor ; 
but our writer, like the author of т P (119), calls Christ apwpos 
asa victim. It is a poetic synonym for амфицтов, taken over as 
the technical term (LXX) for the unblemished (0%) animals 
which alone could be employed in sacrifice; here it denotes the 
stainless personality, the sinless nature which rendered the self- 
sacrifice of Jesus eternally valid. Then (0) the pregnant phrase 
бі mvevpatos aiwviov, which qualifies éavróv тросууеукеу, means 
that this sacrifice was offered in the realm or order of the inward 
spirit, not of the outward and material; it was no uatopa 
саркбе, but carried out біз туебиатов, 26. in, or in virtue of, his 
spiritual nature. What the author had called бо?) àxaráAvros 
(716) he now calls туебра aidvov. Тһе sacrificial blood had a 
mystical efficacy; it resulted іп an eternal Adtpwors because it 
operated in an eternal order of spirit, the sacrifice of Jesus 
purifying the inner personality (тти cvveidyow) because it was the 
action of a personality, and of a sinless personality which 
belonged by nature to the order of spirit or eternity. Christ 
was both priest and victim; as Son of God he was eternal and 
spiritual, unlike mortal highpriests (719), and, on the other side, 
unlike a mortal victim. Тһе implication (which underlies all 
the epistle) is that even in his earthly life Jesus possessed eternal 
life. Hence what took place in time upon the cross, the writer 
means, took place really in the eternal, absolute order. Christ 
sacrificed himself ефбтоҒ, and the single sacrifice needed no 
repetition, since it possessed absolute, eternal value as the action 
of One who belonged to the eternal order. He died—he had 
to die—but only once (9151018), for his sacrifice, by its eternal 
significance, accomplished at a stroke what no amount of animal 
sacrifices could have secured, viz. the forgiveness of sins. It is 
as trivial to exhaust the meaning of туебро айдуюу in a contrast 
with the animal sacrifices of the levitical cultus as it is irrele- 
vant to drag in the dogma of the trinity. Atwvtou closely 
describes mveúparos (hence it has no article). What is in the 
writer's mind is the truth that what Jesus did by dying can never 
be exhausted or transcended. His sacrifice, like his біабй кт), 
like the Avtpwous Ог сотурѓа which he secures, is aióvios Or 
lasting, because it is at the heart of things. It was because Jesus 
was what he was by nature that his sacrifice had such final value; 
its atoning significance lay in his vital connexion with the realm 
of absolute realities; it embodied all that his divine personality 
meant for men in relation to God. Іп short, his self-sacrifice 
* was something beyond which nothing could be, or could be 
conceived to be, as a response to God's mind and requirement 
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in relation to sin... an intelligent and loving response to the 
holy and gracious will of God, and to the terrible situation of 
man” (Denney, Zhe Death of Christ, p. 228). 


A later parallel from rabbinic religion occurs in the Micrash Tehillim on 
Ps 31: * formerly you were redeemed with flesh and blood, which to-day is 
and to-morrow is buried ; wherefore your redemption was temporal (лу now). 
But now I will redeem you by myself, who live and remain for ever ; where- 
fore your redemption will be eternal redemption (cow nwa, cp. Is 4527).” 

One or two minor textual items may be noted in у.14, 

avevpatos] J. J. Reiske's conjecture ayvevuaros (purity) is singularly 
prosaic. Atwviov (x* A B 0° K L syrvé Һ8 arm Ath) is altered into the con- 
ventional aylov by x° D* P 35. 88. 206. 326. 547, etc. lat boh Chrys. Cyril. 
Liturgical usage altered tpav into quay (A D* P 5. 38. 218. 241. 256. 263. 
378. 506. 1319. 1831. 1836", 1012. 2004. 2127 vt syr"€ boh Cyr.), and, to 
(vri, kal 4\0 (a gloss from І Th 1°) is added in A P 104 boh Chrys. etc. 


In the closing words of v.1* кадар:єг 15 а form which is rare 
(Mt 312, Ja 48?) in the NT, so rare that кабарісє is read here 
by 206.221. 1831 Did. Ath. It is a Hellenistic verb, used in 
the inscriptions (with ато) exactly in the ceremonial sense under- 
lying the metaphor of this passage (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 
216). Тһе cleansing of the conscience (cp. v.°) is ámó ғекрду 
épyov, from far more serious flaws and stains than ceremonial 
pollution by contact with a corpse (see above, and in 6l). As 
Dods puts it, “а pause might be made before еруву, from dead— 
(not bodies but) works." Тһе object is eis тӛ Aatpever bed fàvr.. 
The writer uses the sacerdotal term (8?) here as in Іо? and 1278, 
probably like Paul in a general sense; if he thought of Chris- 
tians as priests, 2.е. as possessing the right of access to God, he 
never says so. Religion for him is access to God, and ritual 
metaphors are freely used to express the thought. When others 
would say “fellowship,” he says “ worship.” It is fundamental 
for him that forgiveness 15 essential to such fellowship, and for- 
giveness is what is meant by “ purifying the conscience.” Ав 
absolute forgiveness was the boon of the new дгабукэ (812), 
our author now proceeds (уу.15) to show how Christ's sacrifice 
was necessary and efficacious under that ё‹абику. А sacrifice, 
involving death, is essential to any дгабукт: this principle, 
which applies to the new $(a85km (v25), is illustrated first 
generally (vv.19-17) and then specifically, with reference to the 
former 8‹абткту (vv.19-72). 


15 77e mediates a new covenant for this reason, that those who have been 
called may obtain the eternal tnheritances they have been promised, now that a 
death has occurred which redeems them from the transgressions involved in 
the first covenant, 16 Thus in the case of a will, the death of the testator must 
be announced. V A will only holds in cases of death, tt is never valid so long 
as the testator ts alive. 18 Hence even the first (1 прота, sc. діабђка as in 9!) 
covenant of God's will was not inaugurated apart from blood; !9 for after 
Moses had announced every command in the Law to all the people, he took the 
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blood of calves and goats, together with water, scarlet wool and hyssop, sprinkl- 
ing the book and all the people, and saying, 947% is the blood of that 
covenant which is God's command for you.” ? He even (kal. . . бё, only 
here in Heb.) sprenkled with blood the tent and all the utensils of worship in 
the same way. ? In fact, one might almost say that by Law everything is 
cleansed with blood. No blood shed no remission of sins ! 

The writer thus weaves together the idea of the new ӛ:адукл 
(915 echoes 8°) and the idea of sacrifice which he has just been 
developing. In у.15 8:0 тобто carries a forward reference (“ now 
this is why Christ mediates a new 81a0ykn, Stws ктА.”), as, e.g., 
in Xen. Cyrop. ii. т. 21, of cvppayor ovdé ди Еу аАЛо rpédovra 1) 
OTWS payodvraı rèp TOv трефбутоу. As the climax of the pro- 
mises in the new daj«xy is pardon (812), so here its purpose is 
described as ámoXAórpecis, which obviously is equivalent to full 
forgiveness (Eph 1? түу атоАутршону Ou той aiparos афто, гу 
афесчу Tov тораттошатоу). “АтоХбтресіу TOv . . . тарафдсешу is 
like кабароцроу TOv ügaprióv in 1. But pardon is only the 
means to fellowship, and the full scope of what has been pro- 
mised is still to be realized. Yet it is now certain; the “ bliss to 
be” is an eternal кАуроуорќа, assured by Christ. Note that the 
еті in еті тп проту 9ua0/kv 15 not exactly temporal = * under,” 
i.e. during the period of (cp. еті ouvtedeta тфу аїшу®у in v.?5), but 
causal. Тһе transgressions, which had arisen “іп connexion 
with" the first д:абуку, like unbelief and disobedience, are 
conceived as having taken their place among men ; they are the 
standing temptations of life towards God. The writer does not 
say, with Paul, that sin became guilt in view of the law, but 
this is near to his meaning; with the first дгабукор sins started, 
the sins that haunt the People. They are removed, for the 
penitent, by the atoning death of Jesus, so that the People are 
now unencumbered. There is a similar thought in Ac 1338 39, 
where Paul tells some Jews that through Jesus Christ piv афет 
åpapriðv karayyéAXerat, kal дтб gávrov Фу ойк HduvAOnTE еу убио 
Мофаеов биколобфуол, Еу Tovro та 6 тистейшу ÓuatoUrat, For the 
sake of emphasis, rjv émayyeMav is thrown forward, away frorn 
kAnpovoptas, like @dvarov in the next verse. 


“АтоХФтров1<, which in r1? is used in its non-technical sense of “ release ? 
from death (at the cost of some unworthy compliance), is used here in its LXX 
religious sense of a redemption which costs much, which can only be had at 
the cost of sacrifice. The primitive idea of “ ransom” had already begun to 
fade out of it (cp. Dn 4% ; Philo, guod omnis probus, 17), leaving ** liberation? 
at some cost as the predominant idea (so in Clem. Alex. Strom vii. 56). 
Here it is a synonym for Avrpocus (у.12), or as Theophylact put it, for 
deliverance. But its reference is not eschatological; the retrospective refer- 
ence is uppermost. 


For the first and only time he employs ot kexAnpevor to 
describe those whom he had already hailed as кАоєоѕ êrovpavíov 
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м«тохо: (3l) То be “called” was indispensable to receiving 
God's boon (118), so that cexAnuevoe here is an appropriate term 
for those who are no longer hampered by any obstacles of an 
inadequate pardon. The кекАумео are the faithful People ; 
“the objects of redemption are united in one category, for the 
One and Only Sacrifice is not of the sphere of time ” (Wickham). 
It is not an aoristic perfect ( = кАбєитєѕ), as if the кекАудеуов 
were simply those under the old датка, though these are in- 
cluded, for the sacrificial death of Jesus has a retrospective value ; 
it clears off the accumulated offences of the past. Тһе writer 
does not work out this, any more than Paul does in Ro 325! ; but 
it may be implied in 1149 1223 (see below), where the “ perfecting " 
of the older believers is connected with the atonement. How- 
ever, the special point here of Qavárou . . . тарофдбсеоу is that the 
death which inaugurates the new :а6укэ deals effectively with the 
hindrances left by the former дгабуку. Мої that this is its ex- 
clusive function. "That the death inaugurates an order of grace 
in which forgiveness is still required and bestowed, is taken for 
granted (e.g. 416); but the xAnpovopia, which from the beginning 
has been held out to the People of God, has only become attain- 
able since the sacrifice of Jesus, and therefore (a) his death 
avails even for those who in the past hoped for it, yet could not 
obtain it, and also (7) deals with the wapaBaces set up by the 
older д:абукт among men. 

But how was a death necessary to a бабуку? The answer 
is given in v.16 through a characteristic play on the term. In 
ómovu yap (sc. есті) 8ёабтукту ктА. he uses дгабукт as equivalent to 
“will” or testamentary disposition, playing effectively upon the 
double sense of the term, as Paul had already done in Gal 315. 
The point of his illustration (vv.?¢ 17) depends upon this; BeBaia 
and ісҳоє: are purposely used in a juristic sense, applicable to 
wills as well as to laws, and ó бабенеуов is the technical term for 
"testator." The illustration has its defects, but only when it is 
pressed beyond what the writer means to imply. А will does 
not come into force during the lifetime of the testator, and yet 
Jesus was living! ‘True, but he had died, and died inaugurating 
a б+абткту in words which the writer has in mind (у.20); indeed, 
according to one tradition he had spoken of himself figuratively 
as assigning rights to his disciples (x«&yà д:от:Өєрог uiv, Lk 2279), 
The slight incongruity in this illustration 1s not more than that 
involved in making Jesus both priest and victim. It is a curious 
equivoque, this double use of д:абуку, the common idea of 
both meanings being that benefits are ‘‘disponed,” and that the 
duayxy only takes effect after a death. Тһе continuity of argu- 
ment is less obvious in English, where no single word conveys 
the different nuances which бімбикт bore for Greek readers. 
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Hence in у.18 some periphrasis like “(һе first covenant of God's 
will" is desirable. 


That адук іп vv.!* 17 is equivalent to **testamentary disposition," is 
essential to the argument. Хо natural interpretation of vv.19?" is possible, 
when ӧ:абка is understood rigidly either as ** covenant” or as ** will." Тһе 
classical juristic sense is richly illustrated in the papyri and contemporary 
Hellenistic Greek, while the **covenant" meaning prevails throughout the 
LXX ; but Philo had already used it in both senses, and here the juristic sense 
of к\уророшіа (у.15) paved the way for the juristic sense which v. demands. 
The linguistic materials are collected, with a variety of interpretations, by 
Norton in A Lextcographical and Historical Study of Ara kn (Chicago, 
1908), Behm (Der Begriff Acad тукту im Neuen Testament, Naumburg, 1912), 
Lohmeyer (А:абўкт: ein Beitrag zür Erklärung des Neutestamentlichen 
Begriffs, Leipzig, 1913), and G. Vos in Princeton Theological Review 
(1915, pp. 587f. ; 1916, pp. 1-61). 


In у.16 фереобае is “announced,” almost in the sense of 
“proved” (as often in Greek); in v.!7 pý more (ср. on оуто in 28) 
is not equivalent to wwe (nondum, vg) but simply means 
* never ” (non unquam), as, e.g., in Eurip. Hipp. 823, Әсте илүтотє 
éxmvedoa: тадау, ил) here following the causal particle етеі, like 
бт. in Jn 318; it had begun to displace ov in later Greek. 
Moulton quotes BGU. 530 (i A.D.), иен фета сє ёт(є)ї pù дитё 
ypeyas airy, and Radermacher (171) suggests that the change 
was sometimes due to a desire of avoiding the hiatus. "тубе 
has the same force as in Gal 5°, cp. 7207. P. 2867 (1 A.D.) vog) 
á8uos [od dev їйє. Some needless difficulties have been felt 
with regard to the construction of the whole sentence. Thus 
(а) émei . . . S1apevos might be a question, it 1s urged: “ For 
is it ever valid so long as the testator is alive?" Іп Jn 7% 
мітоте 15 so used interrogatively, but there it opens the sen- 
tence. This construction goes back to the Greek fathers 
Oecumenius and Theophylact; possibly it was due to the 
feeling that pore could not be used in a statement like this. 
(2) Isidore of Pelusium (2. iv. 113) declares that móre 15 а 
corruption of тӛте (П from Т, a stroke being added by accident), 
and that he found тбтє “еу wadaois дутсурафов.” Two old 
MSS (x* D*) do happen to preserve this reading, which is in 
reality a corruption of zóre. 

Why, it may be asked, finally does not the writer refer 
outright to the new i6: as inaugurated at the last supper? 
The reason is plain. Неге as throughout the epistle he ignores 
the passover or eucharist. Ав a non-sacerdotal feast, the pass- 
over would not have suited his argument. Every Israelite was his 
own priest then, as Philo remarks (De Decalogo, 30, тасҳа . . . 
èv р Qvovor marquei айтФу ёкастоѕ Tots tepels айтФу OK üvag.évovres, 
lepwovvyy тоў võpov xapucapévov TH бує. тауті ката шау тмерау 
ктА.). Hence the absence of a passover ritual from the entire 
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argument of the epistle, and also perhaps his failure to employ 
it here, where it would have been extremely apt. 

Reverting now to the other and biblical sense of 8a@4xn, the 
writer (уу.!$Ё) recalls how the бюбікт) at Sinai was inaugurated 
with blood. “Обеу--Білсе :абуку and бауатос are correlative— 
ойбе ў прат (sc. д:абукт) хәрів atpatos évKexaivatar (the verb 
here and in 10% being used in its ordinary LXX sense, e.g., 1 K 
1114 êykawiswpev ёкє түу Baotdeiay, т Mac 499 дуа/|Збиеу kaÜapíaat 
Ta ayia Kat éveatvioat). This fresh illustration of death or blood 
being required in order to inaugurate a дабукт, is taken from the 
story іп Ex 2435, but he treats it with characteristic freedom. 
Five points may be noted. (1) He inserts! тӛ atga . . . тау 
Tpáyov, a slip which was conscientiously corrected by a number 
of MSS which omitted xai тау трфүшу (N^ K L Ф 5. 181. 203. 
242. 487. 499. 506. 623. 794. 917. 1311. 1319. 1739. 1827. 1836. 
1845. 1898. 2143) as well as by syr Origen and Chrysostom. 
Moses merely had poexápra slaughtered ; our author adds goats, 
perhaps because the full phrase had become common for ОТ 
sacrifices (see on у.19). (ii) He inserts peta Gatos koi épiou 
коккіуоо каї Goowmou, as these were associated in his mind with 
the general ritual of sprinkling; water, hyssop, and scarlet 
thread (кбккіғоғ), for example, he remembered from the de- 
scription of another part of the ritual in Nu 19. The water was 
used to dilute the blood ; and stems of a small wall plant called 
“ hyssop " were tied with scarlet wool (kexdwopévoy xdxxtvov) to 
form a sprinkler in the rite of cleansing a leper (Lv 14°), or for 
sprinkling blood (Ex 1222). But of this wisp or bunch there is 
not a word іп Ех 2435. (iii) Nor is it said in the OT that 
Moses sprinkled? адтё то figM(ov. Не simply splashed half of 
the blood zpós то Ovoraorýpiov, kai XafBàv то BuBAcov (i.e. the scroll 
containing the primitive code) Tis 8:a0qKys, read it aloud to the 
people, who promised obedience ; whereupon Ха оу 02 Моъсӯс 
тб ойна катевкФбасеу ToU Хао? kal elev krÀ. Ап ingenious but 
impracticable attempt to correct this error 15 to take адтб те тё 
Р«Вхор with Хафду, but the те goes with the next каї mávra тд» 
Хабу. Тһе В:6\:оу may have been included, since as а human 
product, for all its divine contents, it was considered to require 
cleansing; in which case the mention of it would lead up to v.?!, 
and atté те тё BrBAtoy might be rendered “the book itself.” 
This intensive use of atrds occurs just below in aórà rà érovpávta. 
But aùrós may be, according to the usage of Hellenistic Greek, 


1 In mdons ёрто\ў$ Kara тду (om. кє K P) vóuov (**lecto omni mandato 
legis," vg) the ката means '*throughout " rather than “Бу.” 

2 For катескебасеу he substitutes éppdvticev, from parvrí(w, which is com- 
paratively rare in the LXX (Lv 67%, 2 K 99, Ps 517, Aquila and Symm. in 
Is 63°, Aquila and Theodotion in Is 5215). 
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unemphatic, as, e.g., in r1l! kai airy Харра, Jn 2?* а?тдс бе 6 
"огоо. (iv) In quoting the LXX {доо тб ойна тӯѕ Qus 1] 
бі6бето Куриоѕ тро %и05 (=tpiv), he changes ідо) into rovro 
(possibly a reminiscence of the synoptic tradition in Mk 1422), 
бі6бето into évere(Aaro (after ёутоћс̧ in у.19; but the phrase 
occurs elsewhere, though with the dative, e.g. Jos 2319), and 
KUptos pos 0р5 into трде pas 6 Oeós. "This is a minor altera- 
tion. It is more significant that, (v) following a later Jewish 
tradition, which reappears in Josephus (Azz. iii. 8. 6 [Moses 
cleansed Aaron and his sons] ту тє скии каї rà тері айту 
oken éAaío re vpoÜvpuopévo кабо etrov, kai TO айдат TOY Tavpwv 
каї крібу офауеутшу krÀ.), he makes Moses use blood to sprinkle 
the okny and all тё окебу тї Nevroupytas (a phrase from 1 Ch 928). 
The account of Ex 40? 10 mentions oil only; Josephus adds 
blood, because the tradition he followed fused the oil-dedication 
of the окуу in Ex 40% 10 with the (oil) sprinkling at the con- 
secration of the priests (Lv 81), which was followed by a blood- 
sprinkling of the altar alone. Philo had previously combined 
the oil-dedication of the скууу with the consecration of the 
priests (vit. Mos. iii. 17); but he, too, 15 careful to confine any 
blood-sprinkling to the altar. Our author, with his predilection 
for blood as a cathartic, omits the oil altogether, and extends 
the blood to everything. 

This second illustration (уу.18%) is not quite parallel to the 
first; the death in the one case is of a human being іп the course 
of nature, іп the other case of animals slaughtered. But ара 
and @dvatos were correlative terms for the writer. The vital 
necessity of ада in this connexion is reiterated іп the summary 
of v.22, Zxye5óv, he begins—for there were exceptions to the rule 
that atonement for sins needed an animal sacrifice (e.g. Lv 511-13, 
where а poverty-stricken offender could get remission by present- 
ing a handful of flour, and Nu 312, where certain articles, spoils 
of war, are purified by fire or water). But the general rule was 
that mávra, Ze. everything connected with the ritual and every 
worshipper, priest, or layman, had to be ceremonially purified by 
means of blood (ka8apttera. as the result of éppdvticev). The 
Greek readers of the epistle would be familiar with the similar 
rite of аіибссє rods Bwpoús (Theokr. 22707. i. 5, etc.). Finally, 
he sums up the position under the first ё:абукт by coining a term 
aipatexxuota (from éxyvors айиатов, І K 18 etc.) for the shedding 
of an animal victim's blood in sacrifice ; ywpis atparexxucias oU 
yiverar á$eois, £e. even the limited pardon, in the shape of 
“cleansing,” which was possible under the old order. “Adeots 
here as іп Mk 3?? has no genitive following, but the sense is 
indubitable, in view of то! бтоу бе d$eois тобтоу (Ze. Of sins). 
The latter passage voices a feeling which seems to contradict the 


IX. 92.) THE SACRIFICE ОЕ CHRIST I3I 


possibility of any forgiveness prior to the sacrifice of Christ (cp. 
915 тоќ), but the writer knew from his bible that there had 
been an ddeots under the old régime as the result of animal 
sacrifice; xai é&Adcerat тері (Or тері THs Gpaprias) ато? ó iepevs 

2. kai ёфебусєта: avrà was the formula (cp. Lv 519° 16: 18 etc.). 
The underlying principle of the argument is practically (cp. 
Introd., p. xlii) that laid down in the Jewish tract Joma v. 1 
(“there is no expiation except by blood”), which quotes Lv 17”, 
a text known to the writer of Hebrews in this form: 7j yàp улут] 
тйс саркбе аїра афто? éoriv, kai ёуф dédwxa airo bpiv еті ToU 
dvovactnpiou éfiAdoxecOat тері TOv iyvxOv Dv! тб yap аўра avrov 
биті tas Vvxis é&tAdcerat. Blood as food is prohibited, since 
blood contains the vital principle ; as there isa mysterious potency 
in it, which is to be reserved for rites of purification and expiation, 
by virtue of the life in it, this fluid is efficacious as an atonement. 
The Greek version would readily suggest to a reader like our 
author that the piacular efficacy of айна was valid universally, 
and that the ойша or sacrificial death of Christ was required in 
order that human sin might be removed. Why such a sacrifice, 
why sacrifice at all, was essential, he did not ask. It was com- 
manded by God in the bible; that was sufficient for him. The 
vital point for him was that, under this category of sacrifice, the 
аша ОҒ Christ superseded all previous arrangements for securing 
pardon. 

After the swift aside of у.22 the writer now pictures the 
appearance of Christ in the perfect sanctuary of heaven with the 
perfect sacrifice (vv.75!) which, being perfect or absolute, needs 
no repetition. 


28 Now, while the copies of the heavenly things had (avdyxn, sc. fjv or 
éotly) to be cleansed with sacrifices like these, the heavenly things themselves 
required nobler sacrifices. *4 For Christ has not entered a holy place which 
human hands have made (a mere type of the reality !) ; he has entered heaven 
itself, now to appear in the presence of God on our behalf. % Nor was it (sc. 
clo jA0ev) to offer himself repeatedly, like the highpriest entering the holy place 
every year with blood that was not his own: ?9 for Zn that case he would have 
had to suffer repeatedly ever since the world was founded. Nay, once for all, 
at the end of the world, he has appeared with his self-sacrifice to abolish sin. 
7 And just as it is appointed for men to die once and after that to be judged, 
28 so Christ, after being once sacrificed to bear the sins of many, will appear 
again, not to deal with sin, but for the saving of those who look out for him. 


The higher oxyvy requires a nobler kind of sacrifice than its 
material copy on earth (v.??).! This would be intelligible enough ; 


1 For áváykg . . . кабар((есбол an early variant was dvdyxy. . . каборі- 
{єт (D* 424** Origen), which Blass adopts. But our author prefers the 
nominative (у.16) to the dative, and xa@apiferat is no more than a conforma- 
tion to the кабар сєтос of v.24, Тһе re, which some cursives (33. 1245. 2005) 
substitute for óé between айта and rà émovpávia, is due to alliteration. 
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but when the writer pushes the analogy so far as to suggest that 
the sacrifice of Christ had, among other effects, to purify heaven 
itself, the idea becomes almost fantastic. Тһе nearest parallel to 
this notion occurs in Col 17°; but the idea here is really unique, 
as though the constant work of forgiving sinners in the upper 
сктру?) rendered even that in some sense defiled. Тһе slight 
touch of disparagement in Toórots (— rois áAÓyois, Theodoret) 
may be conveyed by *'like these” or “such,” and Qucíats is the 
plural of category (like vexpois in v.17). After this passing lapse 
into the prosaic, the writer quickly recovers himself in a passage 
of high insight (vv.24“) upon the nobler sacrifice of Jesus. In- 
deed, even as he compares it with the levitical sacrifices, its 
incomparable power becomes more and more evident. In v.?* 
(--уу.1-12) by дутітото tov ddnOivGv he means a counterpart 
(дутітутоу in reverse sense in 1 P 3?!) of reality (cp. 87), àvrírvra 
being a synonym here for їтодєѓуџата, literally = ‘‘answering to 
the rézos" which was shown to Moses (cp. 2 Clem. 143 ovdeis оду 
TO ávrí(rvrov Фдєіраѕ tò афдбеутикоу peradnwerat). Christ has 
entered the heavenly sphere viv (emphatic, “now at last" = 1?) 
éuhavicOyqvat ктА. In ёрфаукоӨ туо T просото той Өєоб (cp. Ps 
42? б6фбусормол TO просото Tov Geod) we have ёифауф а» used in 
its Johannine sense (14?! 22), though passively as in Wis 12 
(€udarvilerar Tots uù Tio Tevovow олт). But the appearance is 
before God on behalf of men, and the meaning is brought out in 
726 190125, Christ's sacrifice, it is held, provides men with а 
close and continuous access to God such as no cultus could 
effect; it is of absolute value, and therefore need not be re- 
peated (vv.25.26) as the levitical sacrifices had to be. 00$ tva 
то\\&к‹$ тросферт éavróv| What is meant precisely by тровфереу 
éavróv here (as in у.14) is shown by табет» in v.26, “There is 
no difference between entering in and offering. The act of 
entering in and offering i is one highpriestly act" (A. B. Davidson), 
and mpoadépew éavróv is inseparably connected with the suffering 
of death upon the cross. The contrast between his self-sacrifice 
and the highpriest entering with аат: àXXorpte (as opposed to 
(бсо, У.12) is thrown in, as a reminiscence of уу.', but the writer 
does not dwell on this ; it is the ётоё (cp. v.!? and 1 P 318 Хрістос 
amag тері бмортіу àméOavev) which engrosses his mind in v.?6, émei 
(* alioquin," vg) є (the ду being omitted as, e.g., in т Co 519 
émel Ффедете . . . éfeAÜetv) «vk... According to his outlook, there 
. would be no time to repeat Christ's incarnation and sacrifice 
before the end of the world, for that was imminent ; hence he 
uses the past, not the future, for his reductio ad absurdum argu- 
ment. If Christ's sacrifice had not been of absolute, final value, 
ie. if it had merely availed for a brief time, as a temporary 
provision, it would have had to be done over and over again in 
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previous ages, since from the first sinful man has needed sacrifice ; 
whereas the only time he was seen on earth was once, late in the 
evening of the world. It is implied that Christ as the Son of 
God was eternal and pre-existent ; also that when his sacrifice 
did take place, it covered sins of the past (see у.15), the single 
sacrifice of Christ in our day availing for all sin, past as well as 
present and future. Най it not been so, God could not have 
left it till so late in the world's history ; it would have had to be 
done over and over again to meet the needs of men from the 
outset of history. Nuvi $ (logical, as in 89, not temporal) еті 
auvreeta (for which Blass arbitrarily reads réAet) тәу atóvov (= ёт 
гсхбтоу Tv імербу rovrov, 1?) kr. — XuvréNeia. is employed in its 
ordinary Hellenistic sense of “ conclusion " (e.g. Zest. Белу. хі. 3, 
Zos омутеХЛе/ас то? aiwvos: Test. Levi x. 2, еті тр Gc vvTeAe(a. tov 
aiévwv); іп Matthew's gospel where alone in the NT it 
occurs, the genitive 15 ToU) aid@vos. Пефауеротог, as in the 
primitive hymn or confession of faith (т Ті 3!9 ефоуерфбі) èv 
gapki); but the closest parallel is in 1 P 1% Христо? троеу- 
ушамеуоу piv трд kara[joA?s кбомоу, фауервбеутов 06 ёт éoxárov 
тәу xpóvov. Тһе object of the incarnation is, as in 29, the 
atonement. 

The thought of the first “appearance” of Christ naturally 
suggests that of the second, and the thought of Jesus dying ётоё 
also suggests that men have to die drag as well. Hence the 
parenthesis of vv.27. 28, for 10! carries on the argument from 976, 
It is a parenthesis, yet a parenthesis of central importance for 
the primitive religious eschatology which formed part of the 
writer's inheritance, however inconsistent with his deeper views 
of faith and fellowship. “А5 surely as men have once to die 
and then to face the judgment, so Christ, once sacrificed for the 
sins of men, will reappear to complete the salvation of his own." 
"Arókevrat (cp. Longinus, de sublim. 9* GAN Үріу меу Svodatpovor- 
ow дтбкето, Милу kakv 6 Üávaros, and 4 Mac 81! ovdev bytv 
dreOycacw тАЙу ToU мета отр«ВАФу dmoÜaveiv amoKetTaL) Tots 
дубролтове Graf ӛтобағе(у. The ата here is not by way of relief, 
although the Greeks consoled themselves by reflecting that 
they had not to die twice; as they could only live once, they 
drew from this the conclusion that life must be “ай the 
sweeter, as an experience that never can be repeated" (A. C. 
Pearson on Sophocles’ Fragments, n. 67). But our author (see 
on 215) sees that death is not the last thing to be faced by 
men; perà 82 тобто kpiscis. This was what added serious- 
ness to the prospect of death for early Christians. Тһе Greek 
mind was exempt from such a dread; for them death ended 
the anxieties of life, and if there was one thing of which 
the Greek was sure, it was that “dead men rise up never." 
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Aeschylus, for example, makes Apollo declare (Zumenides, 647, 
648): 
avopos © émeióàv alu ávaemáog кбую 
&Ta£ Üavóvros, ойтіс ёст’ àvácracus. 

Even in the sense of a return to life, there is no дуйстаоч< 
(Eurip. Heracles, 297 ; Alcestis, 1076; Supplices, 775). Крісіс in 
En 17f (кої xpiow Естай karà таутоғ), as the context shows, is 
the eschatological catastrophe which spares the elect on earth, 
just as in En 59, which parallels He 928, sinners are threatened 
thus: mâs piv Tots dpaptwrots ody Отарбе сөтүріс ВАЛА еті 
таутас bas катаћ№сіЅ, катара. Іп 107 below кріпіе means the 
doom of the rebellious, but that is due to the context; here it is 
judgment in general, to which all дубротов alike are liable (1223 
крит) бе0 тауто/). Only, some have the happy experience of 
Christ's return (у.28), in the saving power of his sacrifice. There 
is (as in 1 P 2%) an echo of Is 5312 (xai aùròs dpaprias тоХАбу 
&vijveykev) in ets тӛ тоХХӘу (ср. above on 219) áveveyketv. брарт(05. 
Просеуехбе(е may be chosen to parallel men's passive experience 
of death. At any rate his suffering of death was vicarious suffer- 
ing; he took upon himself the consequences and responsibilities 
of our sins. Such is the Christ who ёк Seurépou ёфдтсєток. In 
I P 5* фауеробобол is used of the second appearance as well as 
of the first, but our author prefers a variety (see on v.?9) of 
expression. Тһе striking phrase xopis ápaprtas rests on the idea 
that the one atonement had been final (eis 4бетуочу тз daprias), 
and that Christ was now xexwpiopevos aid тфу брартшћду (726). 
He is not coming back to die, and without death sin could not 
be dealt with. Тһе homiletic (from 2 Ті 315) addition of б 
(rijs, 1611. 2005) wiorews, either after diexdexopevors (Бу 38. 68. 
218. 256. 203. 330. 420. 440: 462. 623, тозу Arm. е ӘП ІШЕР 
соттріоу (by А P 1245. 1898 syr™), is connected with the mis- 
taken idea that eis cwryptay goes with йтекбехомеуов (cp. Phil 320) 
instead of with é6p@jcerar. There 15 a very different kind of 
екбохй (10?7) for some dvOpwiot, even for some who once belonged 
to the People! 

He now resumes the idea of 925 26, expanding it by showing 
how the personal sacrifice of Jesus was final. This is done by 
quoting a passage from the 4oth psalm which predicted the 
supersession of animal sacrifices (vv.*9). The latter are in- 
adequate, as 1s seen from the fact of their annual repetition ; and 
they are annual because they are animal sacrifices. 

1 For as the Law has a mere shadow of the bliss that ts to be, instead of 
representing the reality of that bliss, tt never can perfect those who draw near 
with the same annual sacrifices that are perpetually offered, ? Otherwise, 


they would have surely ceased to be offered ; for the worshippers, once cleansed, 
would no longer be conscious of sins! 3 As it is, they are an annual reminder 
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of sins *(for the blood of bulls and goats cannot possibly remove sins !). 
Hence, on entering the world he says, 


“ Thou hast no desire for sacrifice or offering ; 
tt ts a body thou hast prepared for me— 
6 in holocausts and sin-offerings (тері auaprlas as 13M) thou 
takest no delight. 
7 So (rére) Z said, ‘Here I come—in the roll of the book this 
zs written of me— 
1 come to do thy will, О боа?” 


8 He begins by saying, ‘‘ Thou hast no desire for, thou takest no delight іп, 
sacrifices and offerings and holocausts and sin-offerings” (aud those are what 
are offered in terms of the Law) ; 9 he then (тӛте) adds, “ Here I come to do 
thy will.” He does away with the first in order to establish the second. 
W And it ts by this ‘‘ will” that we are consecrated, because Jesus Christ once 
for all has ‘‘ offered” ар his ‘‘ body.” 


This is the author’s final verdict on the levitical cultus, 
“rapid in utterance, lofty in tone, rising from the didactic style 
of the theological doctor to the oracular speech of the Hebrew 
prophet, as in that peremptory sentence: ‘It is not possible that 
the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins.’ The 
notable thing in it is, not any new line of argument, though that 
element is not wanting, but the series of spiritual intuitions it 
contains, stated or hinted, in brief, pithy phrases” (A. B. Bruce, 
рр 373, 374). Іп окиби... ойк сікдуо тӛу mpaypdtuy (v.1) the 
writer uses a Platonic phrase (Cratylus, 306 E, eixovas trav трау- 
párov); «кои (= 4AnGe, Chrysostom) is contrasted with ск 
as the real expression or representation of substance is opposed 
to the faint shadow. The addition of тоу трауматоу (--тфу 
péAXovrov фуаббу) emphasizes this sense; what represents solid 
realities is itself real, as compared to a mere ска. The péddovta 
ёүада (911) are the boons and blessings still to be realized in 
their fulness for Christians, being thought of from the stand- 
point of the new dafjxyn, not of the Law. The Law is for 
the writer no more than the regulations which provided for the 
cultus ; the centre of gravity in the Law lies in the priesthood 
(711) and its sacrifices, not in what were the real provisions of 
the Law historically. The writer rarely speaks of the Law by 
itself. When he does so, as here, it is in this special ritual 
aspect, and what really bulks in his view is the contrast between 
the old and the new д:абукт, 2.6. the inadequate and the adequate 
forms of relationship to God. Once the former was superseded, 
the Law collapsed, and under the new бабуку there is no new 
Law. Even while the Law lasted, it was shadowy and ineffective, 
ie. as a means of securing due access to God. And this is the 
point here made against the Law, not as Paul conceived it, but 
as the system of atoning animal sacrifices. 


The text of v.! has been tampered with at an early stage, though the 
variants affect the grammar rather than the general sense. Unless Svvarat 
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(D H K L Y 2. 5. 35. 88, 181. 206. 226. 241. 242. 255. 226. 383. 420. 431. 
547. 623. 794. 915. 917. 927. I311. 1519: 01750191527. 1936. 1845.) 1907, 
1873. 1898. 2143 lat boh Orig. Chrys. Thdt. Oec.) is read for бйуартай, € 
убиов is a hanging nominative, and an awkward anacolouthon results. Hort 
suggests that the original form of the text was: каб йу кат ешалтду ras abràs 
Üvcías m poc épovatw, at els тд dinvexés ойдётотє бйуағтал robs тросерхомеуоуе 
recica Asin 99, каб Зу (dropped out by a scribe accidentally, owing to 
the resemblance between KAOHN and к^Өєм) would connect with a previous 
noun (here oxidy), àt similarly fell out before €t (etc); and АС was changed 
into AIC in the three consecutive words after éveavrdv. This still leaves 6 
vójos without a verb, however, and is no improvement upon the sense gained 
either (а) by treating ó vópos as a nominative absolute, and dvvayra: as an 
irregular plural depending on ai understood! from @velats ; or (6) by simply 
reading бйуатай (so Delitzsch, Weiss, Westcott, Peake, Riggenbach, Blass), 
which clears up everything. A desire to smooth out the grammar or to 
bring out some private interpretation may be underneath changes like the 
addition of avTOv after Өәсісі (к P), or the substitution of айтору for аўта 
(69. 1319), or the omission of айта altogether (2. 177. 206. 642. 920. 1518. 
1872), as well as the omission of ds (А 33. 1611. 2005) or ais altogether, like 
the Syriac and Armenian versions, and the change of reXeiàgat (redeGoat, 
Blass) into кабарісои (D vt). 


Проосферовоіе is an idiomatic use of the plural (Mt 220 reĝvý- 
кат, Lk 1220 airov), “ where there is such a suppression of the 
subject in bringing emphasis upon the action, that we get the 
effect of a passive, or of French oz, German man” (Moulton, 1. 
58). The allusion is to the yearly sacrifice on atonement-day, 
for тросфєрохсту goes with kar évaurdy, the latter phrase being 
thrown forward for the sake of emphasis, and also in order to 
avoid bringing eis тӛ Suqvekés too near it. Ей то dunvexeés also 
goes with pocadépovaw, not (as in v.!4) with redeo. Одбетоте 
here as in v.!! before 8uva(v)tat (never elsewhere in the epistle) is 
doubly emphatic from its position. "The constant repetition of 
these sacrifices proves that their effect is only temporary; they 
cannot possibly bring about a lasting, adequate relationship to 
God. So our author denies the belief of Judaism that atone- 
ment-day availed for the pardon of the People, a belief explicitly 
put forward, e.g., in Jub 51918 (* If they turn to Him in righteous- 
ness, He will forgive all their transgressions, and pardon all their 
sins. It is written and ordained that He will show mercy to all 
who turn from their guilt once a year”). Не reiterates this in 
v.2, where émet (as in 9 —alioquin) is followed by ойк, which 
implies a question. ‘“‘ Would they not, otherwise, have ceased 
to be offered?” When this was not seen, either одк was omitted 
(H* vg? syr 206. 1245. 1518 Primasius, etc.), leaving àv out of 
its proper place, or it was suggested—as would never have 
occurred to the author—that the ОТ sacrifices ceased to be valid 

116 is inserted by A** 31. 366. 472. 1319 суі arm. If the relative 


pronoun were assimilated, z.e. if ats (D* H L 5. 88. 257. 547, etc.) were read 
for ds, the accidental omission of ai would be more intelligible. 
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when the Christian sacrifice took place. Іп ойк v émaUcavro 
mpoojepópevat (for construction see Gn 118 етаусауто оікодо- 
po)vres) the dv is retained (see оп 9?9). KexaSapiopévous has 
been altered into кекабариеуоув (L), but кабаріСш, not the Attic 
кабар, is the general NT form. If our author spelt like his 
LXX codex, however, xexafepuspevovs would be original (cp. 
Thackeray, 74). uveiSnots is again used (9?) in connexion with 
“the worshipper(s)," but the writer adds ёрарт:бу (z.e. sins still 
needing to be pardoned) For the genitive, compare Philo's 
fine remark in guod def. pot. до, ikereúwpev otv тоу бебу oi 
guvednoe TOv oikelwy Аабиктиатоу éAeyxópevou коласа paAdAov 
nas ?) mapeva In v.5 dvdpvyots means that public notice had 
to be taken of such sins (“ commemoratio," vg). 

There is possibly an echo here of a passage like Nu 5!? (0исіа uynuosóvov 
буашиуђскооса ашартіау), quoted by Philo in de Plant. 25 to illustrate his 
statement that the sacrifices of the wicked simply serve to recall their misdeeds 
(vropyvioKovea Tas ékáo rwv dyvolas те kal óuapuaprílas). Іп vita Mosis, iii. 
IO, he repeats this ; if the sacrificer was ignorant and wicked, the sacrifices 
were no sacrifices (. . . où Aócw ацарттибтоу, GAN’ vrduvynow épyátorvra). 
What Philo declares is the result of sacrifices offered by the wicked, the 
author of Hebrews declares was the result of all sacrifices ; they only served 
to bring sin to mind. Soin de Victimzs, 7, eün0es yap ras Ovolas imduynow 
dpaprnudrwv аХ\@& ий №) айтду karackevágeu——what Philo declares absurd, 
our author pronounces inevitable. 

The ringing assertion of v.* voices a sentiment which would 
appeal strongly to readers who had been familiar with the 
classical and contemporary protests (cp. ZERE. iit. 770°), against 
ritual and external sacrifice as a means of moral purification 
(see above on 091%). "Афорею, a LXX verb in this connexion 
(e.g. Num 1418 ddatpav дуошіов kai ddixias кої арартіаѕ), becomes 
adeAety іп L (so Blass), the aoristic and commoner form; the 
verb is never used elsewhere in the NT, though Paul once 
quotes Is 27? бтау dpéAwpat åuaprías (Ко 117). All this inherent 
defectiveness of animal sacrifices ‘necessitated a new sacrifice 
altogether (у.5 910), the self-sacrifice of Jesus. So the writer 
quotes Ps 407°, which іп A runs as follows: 

Óvaíav kai тросфороу ойк 70\аоас, 
copa бё катуртісо por 
бАокалтфиалта kai тері üpaprias ovK élynrycas. 
тӧтє «(тоу" 1000 тко, 
(ёи кефал: BiBrAtov уеураттов тері uo?) 
Tov тоса: TO GéAnpa cov, 6 Geds pov, HBovdAnOnv. 
Our author reads єйдбктсаѕ for éfyrjoas,’ shifts 6 0eós (omitting pov) to 








1 Which is replaced in the text of Hebrews by  (éx{ayrjoes) 623*. 1836. 
The augment spelling 70дӧктсаѕ reappears here as occasionally at v.8 in a 
small group (A C D* W, etc.), and the singular бита» к. тровфорду is kept 
at v. by керек LW, etc. 
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a position after тотал, in order to emphasize тд 6éAnud cov, and by omitting 
egov X85» (replaced by W in v.7), connects той тота closely with jjkw. 
A recollection of Ps 5118 ei 70é\noas Ovalav . . . бАокалтфиата obk єйбокђсєіѕ 
may have suggested eddéxnoas, which takes the accusative as often in LXX, 
Кєфа is the roll or scroll, literally the knob or tip of the stick round which 
the papyrus sheet was rolled (cp. Ezek 29 xe$aAMs BiBAlov). 

This is taken as an avowal of Christ on entering the world, 
and the LXX mistranslation in gépa is the pivot of the argu- 
ment. The more correct’ translation would be ría dé, for the 
psalmist declared that God had given him ears for the purpose 
of attending to the divine monition to do the will of God, 
instead of relying upon sacrifices. Whether óría was corrupted 
into сора, or whether the latter was an independent translation, 
15 of no moment ; the evidence of the LXX text is indecisive. 
Our author found сёра in his LXX text and seized upon it; 
jesus came with his body to do God's will, Ze. to die for the 
sins of men. Тһе parenthetical phrase еу кєфоћ:$: BiBdiou 
yéypomro. тері ероб, which originally referred to the Deutero- 
nomic code prescribing obedience to God's will, now becomes 
a general reference to the OT as a prediction of Christ's higher 
sacrifice; that is, if the writer really meant anything by it (he 
does not transcribe it, when he comes to the interpretation, 
vv.8). "Though the LXX mistranslated the psalm, however, it 
did not alter its general sense. The Greek text meant practically 
what the original had meant, and it made this interpretation oi 
application possible, namely, that there was a sacrifice which 
answered to the will of God as no animal sacrifice could. Only, 
our author takes the will of God as requiring some sacrifice. 
The point of his argument is not a contrast between animal 
sacrifices and moral obedience to the will of God; it is a 
contrast between the death of an animal which cannot enter into 
the meaning of what is being done, and the death of Jesus which 
means the free acceptance by him of all that God requires for 
the expiation of human sin. To do the will of God is, for our 
author, a sacrificial action, which involved for Jesus an atoning 
death, and this is the thought underlying his exposition and 
application of the psalm (vv.519). Іп v.8 дуфтероу is “ above" or 
“higher up” in the quotation (v.6). Тһе interpretation of the 
oracle which follows is plain ; there are no textual variants worth 
notice,! and the language is clear. Thus е(рукеу іп v.? is the 
perfect of a completed action, =the saying stands on record, and 
ávatpet has its common juristic sense of “ abrogate,” the opposite 
of torn. Тһе general idea is: Jesus entered the world fully 
conscious that the various sacrifices of the Law were unavailing 
as means of atonement, and ready to sacrifice himself in order 


1 Тһе vocative б @eds is sometimes repeated after тоўта‹ by x° L 104. 
1288: 1720 vg syrbH and репы | or after gov (c.g. 1. ІЗІ аг! acim), 
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to carry out the redeeming will of God. God's will was to 
bring his People into close fellowship with himself (210); this 
necessitated a sacrifice such as that which the сора of Christ 
could alone provide. The triumphant conclusior is that this 
divine will, which had no interest in ordinary sacrifices, has been 
fulfilled in the просфор& of Christ; what the Law could not do 
(у.1) has been achieved by the single self-sacrifice of Christ; it 
is by what he suffered in his body, not by any animal sacrifices, 
that we are Яүюореуов (v.10). Jesus chose to obey God's will; 
but, while the Psalmist simply ranked moral obedience higher 
than any animal sacrifice, our writer ranks the moral obedience 
of Jesus as redeemer above all such sacrifices. ‘Christ did not 
come into the world to be a good man: it was not for this that 
a body was prepared for him. Не came to be a great High 
Priest, and the body was prepared for him, that by the offering 
of it he might put sinful men for ever into the perfect religious 
relation to God” (Denney, Zhe Death of Christ, p. 234). 

In conclusion (11-18) the writer interprets (1-14) a phrase which 
he has not yet noticed expressly, namely, that Christ sat down 
at the right hand of God (13:18); this proves afresh that his 
sacrifice was final. Then, having quoted from the pentateuch 
and the psalter, he reverts to the prophets (1918), citing again 
the oracle about the new дгабукэу with its prediction, now fulfilled, 
of a final pardon. 


11 Again, while every priest stands daily at his service, offering the same 
sacrifices repeatedly, sacrifices which never can take sins ашау-- He offered 
a single sacrifice for sins and then ‘‘ seated himself” for all time “ағ the 
right hand of God,” Y to шай ** until his enemies are made a footstool for his 
feet.” M For by a single offering he has made the sanctified perfect for all 
time. 15 Besides, we have the testimony of the holy Spirit ; for after saying, 

16 ** This is the covenant 7 will make with them when that day comes, 

saith the Lord, 
J will set my laws upon their hearts, 
inscribing them upon their minds,” ` 


he adds, 


17 «€ And their sins and breaches of the law I will remember no more.” 
18 Now where these are remitted (йфесіз, as 9**), an offering for sin exists (sc. 
есті) no longer. 


One or two textual difficulties emerge in this passage. In v.!! tepeós was 
altered (after 5! 8%) into dpxcepeds (А C P 5. бо. 88. 206. 241. 256. 263. 436. 
462. 467. 489. 623. 642. 794. 917. 920. 927. 999. 1836. 1837. 1898 syrhk* 
sah arm eth Cyr. Cosm.). In v.? адтбе (K L 104. 326 boh Theod. Oec. 
Theophyl) is no improvement upon oros. А curious variant (boh Ephr.) 
in the following words is éavróv play тёр ацартіду тросвубүкав Өисіау. 
In v.!* boh (**for one offering will complete them, who will be sanctified, 
for ever") appears to have read шй yap тросфордӛ (so Bgl.) тӨХейшсей KTA. 
In v.16 тоу 81avovov is read by K L Y dr syr sah boh arm. 


The decisive consideration in favour of tepeós (v.1!) is not that 
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the ápxcepevs did not sacrifice daily (for the writer believed this, 
see оп 727), but the adjective mâs. Пєрє\єї is a literary synonym 
for dpatpety (v.4); there is по special emphasis in the verb here 
any more than, e.g., in 2 Co 319, for the (Zeph 315 терие(Ае kúpos 
та абикішата cov) metaphorical idea of stripping no longer 
attached to the term, and the тері had ceased to mean *' entirely ? 
or “altogether.” The contrast between this repeated and in- 
effective ritual of the priests and the solitary, valid sacrifice of 
Jesus is now drawn in v.?, where eis тӛ біууеке goes more 
effectively with екебюоеу than with тросеуеүкас досу, since the 
idea in the latter collocation is at once expressed in v.!* At the 
opening of the writer's favourite psalm (110!) lay a promise of 
God to his Son, which further proved that this sacrifice of Christ 
was final : 


> е / ^ / М э ^ 
ейтеу б KUpLOS TO kvpío pov Кабоъ ек бебіФу pov 
А - ^ ^ 
ews ау OH тою éxÜpoUs cov VTOTOOLOY TOV тобФу GOV. 


Ka0ov—Aa unique privilege; so Christ's priestly sacrifice must be 
done and over, all that remains for him being to await the sub- 
mission and homage of his foes. As for the obedient (5?), they 
are perfected “finally,” Ze. brought into the closest relation to 
God, by what he has done for them ; no need for him to stand 
at any priestly service on their behalf, like the levitical drudges ! 
The contrast is between екббшеу and ёттткє» (the attitude of a 
priest who has to be always ready for some sacrifice). Who the 
foes of Christ are, the writer never says.! This militant metaphor 
was not quite congruous with the sacerdotal metaphor, although 
he found the two side by side іп the то psalm. If he inter- 
preted the prediction as Paul did in 1 Co 15%f, we might think 
of the devil (214) and such supernatural powers of evil; but this 
is not an idea which is worked out in Прде ‘EBpaious. Тһе 
conception belonged to the primitive messianic faith of the 
church, and the writer takes it up for a special purpose of his 
own, but he cannot interpret it, as Paul does, of an active reign of 
Christ during the brief interval before the end. Christ must 
reign actively, Paul argues. Christ must sit, says our writer. 


The usual variation between the LXX ек бе Әу and èv 8e&(q is reproduced 
in Прд 'Efpaíovs: the author prefers the latter, when he is not definitely 
quoting from the LXX as in 1. As this is а reminiscence rather than a 
citation, év бе 15 the true reading, though ёк бе Фу is introduced by A 104 
Athanasius. Тһе theological significance of the idea is discussed in Dr. А. 
J. Taits monograph on The Heavenly Session of our Lord (1912), in which 
he points out the misleading influence of the Vulgate's mistranslation of 1012 
(‘hic autem unam pro peccatis offerens hostiam in sempiternum sedit ") upon 
the notion that Christ pleads his passion in heaven. 


! [n Clem. Rom. 36*$ they are ol файло‹ kal дртатавабиеуов TY Өє\№џиаті 
20той. 
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After reiterating the single sacrifice in v.1* (where tots аү:або- 
меуоив is “(һе sanctified,” precisely as іп 211), he adds (v.15) ап 
additional proof from scripture. Maprupet бе iptv kai тб mvedpa 
тӛ Gytov, a biblical proof as usual clinching the argument. “Hptv 
is “you and me,” “us Christians,” not the literary plural, as if 
he meant “what I say is attested or confirmed by the inspired 
book.” Maptupety is a common Philonic term in this connexion, 
e.g. Leg. Alleg. iii. 2, рарторє бё kai еу érépots Aéyov xr. (intro- 
ducing Dt 439 and Ex 176); similarly in Xen. Mem. i. 2. 20, 
poprupet 02 kai Tov тотоу 6 Aéyov. The quotation, which is 
obviously from memory, is part of the oracle already quoted 
upon the new 8:абукт (8812); the salient sentence is the closing 
promise of pardon in у.17, but he leads up to it by citing some 
of the introductory lines. Тһе opening, perà yàp тб etpnkéva, 
implies that some verb follows or was meant to follow, but the 
only one in the extant text is Néyet kúpos (v.16). Hence, before 
v. we must understand something like 4aprvpeé or Aé€yet or 
тросеӨңкеу kat. dynow (Oecumenius) or тотє еірткеу, although the 
evidence for any such phrase, eg. for Уотероу Хеуе (31. 37. 55. 
67. 71. 73. Зо. 161) is highly precarious. In v." риподсорас 
has been corrected into uygo00 by N° D° K LP, etc., since руцо0Ф 
was the LXX reading and also better grammar, the future after 
où рў being rare (cp. Diat. 2255, and above on 8!!). Тһе oracle, 
even in the LXX version, contemplates no sacrifice whatever 
as a condition of pardon; but our author (see above, p. 131) 
assumes that such an absolute forgiveness was conditioned by 
some sacrifice. 


The writer now (1019—1229) proceeds to apply his arguments 
practically to the situation of his readers, urging their privileges 
and their responsibilities under the new order of religion which 
he has just outlined. Іп 10191, which is the first paragraph, 
encouragement (vv.1925) passes into warning (27931) 


19 Brothers (456ХАфоі, not since 31: 12), since we have confidence to enter the 
holy Presence in virtue of the blood of Jesus, by the fresh, living way which 
he has inaugurated for us through the veil (that is, through his flesh), 21 and 
since we have “а great Priest over the house of God,” * let us draw near with 
а true heart, in absolute assurance of faith, our hearts sprinkled clean from 
а bad conscience, and our bodies washed in pure water ; * let us hold the hope 
we avow without wavering (for we can rely on him who gave us the Promise) ; 
24 ала let us consider how to stir one another up to love and good deeds—* not 
ceasing to meet together, as is the habit of some, but admonishing one another 
(sc. éavrovs, as 313), all the more so, as you see the Day coming near. 


The writer (fxovres обу) presses the weighty arguments of 
620-1018. but he returns with them to reinforce the appeal of 
21-416; after rol??! the conception of Jesus as the iepevs falls 
more into the background. Тһе passage is one long sentence, 
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EXOVTES T mpocepxdp.c0o. 2... котеовеу . . . кої катағобиеу 

"Exovres обу (as in 414) since the way is now open (98) 
through the sacrifice of Jesus, whose atoning blood i is for us the 
means of entering God's presence; тарруоіау, “а fre sure 
intraunce” (Coverdale), echoing 4!6. But the writer fills out 
the appeal of 414416 with the idea of the sanctuary and the 
sacrifice which he had broken off, in 5!f, to develop. Though 
the appeal still is mpocepydpeba (28 = 419), the special motives are 
twofold: (a) mappyota for access in virtue of the sacrifice of Jesus 
(vv.19. 20), and (/) the possession of Jesus as the supreme tepeds 
(v.21). (а) The religious sense of тарруоію emerges in the early 
gloss inserted after Sir 1879; 


/, (2 Ld М 
крєіссоу тарртсіа èv дестдтт povw 
ў vekpà карда уекрду àvrexeo бои. 


Here торруо(а means confident trust, the unhesitating adherence 
of a human soul to God as its only Master, but our author 
specially defines it as wappyota eis (cp. 2 P 1!! ў «(собов eis Tiv 
aiwviov Вас:Хєіау) єїтобоу (with gen. as 666у in 98, but not a 
synonym for 606v), t.e. for access to (тёу усо) the holy Presence, 
еу TQ atpart "соб (qualifying «ісобоу)1 This resumes the 
thought of 9?*26 1010512 (èv айдала as іп 925). Compare for the 
phrase and general idea the words on the self-sacrifice of Decius 
Mus in Florus, i. 15. 3: “quasi monitu deorum, capite uelato, 
primam ante aciem dis manibus se devoverit, ut in confertissima 
se hostium tela 1aculatus nouum ad uictoriam iter sanguinis sui 
semita aperiret." This «ісобов trav дуйоу èv тФ адат: ‘усо? is 
further described in v.?; we enter by (ту, with бор. . Cécav 
in apposition) a way which Jesus has inaugurated by his sacrifice 
(918. 24. 25) This way is called recent or fresh and also living. 
In трбафалов, as in the case of other compounds (e.g. к6ХЛоһуеффв), 
the literal sense of the second element had been long forgotten 
(cp. Holden's note on Plutarch's Themistocles, 24); трбофатов 
simply means “fresh,” without any sacrificial allusion (*' freshly- 
killed”). Galen (de Hipp. et Plat. plac. iv. 7) quotes the well- 
known saying that Avrn ёст: д0ёа прбосфатоѕ како? mapovaías, 
and the word (2,6. т0 dpriws уеубиеуоу, véov, veapóv, Hesychius), as 
is plain from other passages like Arist. Magna Moralia, 12036 
(ô ёк THs тросфатоу фаутаойа axparys ктА.), and Eccles 1? (ойк 
естіу тау просфотоу bro Tov тумо»), had по longer any of the 
specific sacrificial sense suggested etymologically by its second 
part. It 15 the thought of еубе in 138, though the writer means 


! Hence the idea is not put in quite the same way as in Eph 3? (гу Ф 
eXomev Ti» Twappyolay kal ту mpocaywyjv). Іп Sir 25% 47506 5 "'yvvaki 
тоғура €£ovcíav, к А read таррто!ау for B's é£ovcíav, which proves how deeply 
the idea of liberty was rooted in тарртсіа. 
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particularly (as іп 112 9811) to suggest that a long period had 
elapsed before the perfect fellowship was inaugurated finally ; it 
is трбофатов, not dpxaios. Zócav means, in the light of 7% (cp. 
Jn 149), that access to God is mediated by the living Christ in 
virtue of his sacrificial intercession ; the contrast is not so much 
with what is transient, as though (Фсау were equivalent to меуоусау 
(Chrysostom, Cosm. 415a) as with the dead victims of the 
OT cultus or “the lifeless pavement trodden by the highpriest " 
(Delitzsch) Не entered God's presence thus бій той кататє- 
тбсратоѕ (619 93), тойт’ ёстіу той соркд< айтой—а ritual expression 
for the idea of 619. Aá is local, and, whether a verb like 
вісеАбӛу is supplied or not, бій т. к. goes with évekatvisev, the idea 
being that Jesus had to die, іп order to bring us into a living 
fellowship with God; the shedding of his blood meant that he 
had a body (105-10) to offer in sacrifice (cp. 914%). The writer, 
however, elaborates his argument with а fresh detail of 
symbolism, suggested by the ritual of the tabernacle which he 
has already described in 9%. There, the very existence of a veil 
hanging between the outer and the inner sanctuary was interpreted 
as a proof that access to God's presence was as yet imperfectly 
realized. Тһе highpriest carried once a year inside the veil the 
blood of victims slain outside it; that was all. Jesus, on the 
other hand, sheds his own blood as a perfect sacrifice, and thus 
wins entrance for us into the presence of God. Only, instead of 
saying that his sacrificial death meant the rending of the veil 
(like the author of Mk 1535), Ze. the supersession of the OT 
barriers between God and man, he allegorizes the veil here as 
the flesh of Christ ; this had to be rent before the blood could 
be shed, which enabled him to enter and open God's presence 
for the people. It is a daring, poetical touch, and the parallelism 
is not to be prosaically pressed into any suggestion that the 
human nature in Jesus hid God from men еу tats Ярерай5 fis 
соркбе ато, or that he ceased to be truly human when he 
sacrificed himself. 

The idea already suggested in {acav is now (0) developed 
(in v.21) by (&xovres) koi tepéa péyav етгі тбу otkov той 0co0, another 
echo of the earlier passage (cp. 316 41%), tepeds péyos being а 
sonorous LXX equivalent for àpx«pevs. Then comes the triple 
appeal, тпросєрҳёреба . . . катехореу . . . koi катоуодреу . . . 
The metaphor of mpocepydpeba kth. (v.22), breaks down upon the 
fact that the Israelites never entered the innermost shrine, except 
as represented by their highpriest who entered once a year гу 
айрата &\dotptw (07 25), which he took with him in order to atone 
for the sins that interrupted the communion of God and the 
people. In Прб< “ЕРраісие the point is that, in virtue of the 
blood of Christ, Christians enjoy continuous fellowship with 
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God; the sacrifice of Christ enables them to approach God's 
presence, since their sins have been once and for all removed. 
The entrance of the OT highpriest therefore corresponds both 
to the sacrifice of Christ and to that access of Christians which 
the blood of Christ secures. On the one hand, Christ is our high- 
priest (v.21); through his self-sacrifice in death the presence of 
God has been thrown open to us (vv.19- 20), This is the primary 
thought. But in order to express our use of this privilege, the 
writer has also to fall back upon language which suggests the 
entrance of the OT highpriest (cp. у.19 еу тё ойрат “тосо with 
97). Не does not mean that Christians are priests, with the 
right of entry in virtue of a sacrifice which they present, but, 
as to approach God was a priestly prerogative under the older 
order, he describes the Christian access to God in sacerdotal 
metaphors. Tlpocepxój.e0a 15 one of these. It is amplified first 
by a perá clause, and then by two participial clauses. The 
approach to God must be whole-hearted, perà adnOivijs kapõias,! 
without any hesitation or doubt, еу wAnpopopia (6!) тістеос.2 
This thought of тісті as man’s genuine answer to the realities 
of divine revelation, is presently to be developed at length 
(10°8f), Meantime the writer throws in the double participial 
clause, pepavtiopévor . . . кабаро. The metaphors are sacer- 
dotal; as priests were sprinkled with blood and bathed in water, 
to qualify them for their sacred service, so Christians may 
approach God with all confidence, on the basis of Christ’s 
sacrifice, since they have been fepavticpeévor (Ze. sprinkled and 
so purified from—a frequent use of the verb) ётё cuverdycews 
тоғтріс (=avvedyoews üpopriàv, 10?) in their hearts (ras корбіас 
—no external cleansing). Then the writer adds, kai Neħouopévor 
тӛ одна Sat. кобард, suggesting that baptism corresponded to 
the bathing of priests (e.g. in Lev 164). Опсе and for all, at 
baptism (cp. І P 37), Christians have been thus purified from 
guilty stains by the efficacy of Christ's sacrifice.’ What room 
then can there be in their minds for anything but faith, a confident 
faith that draws near to God, sure that there is no longer 
anything between Him and them? 

The distinctive feature which marked off the Christian 
Bantiopds from all similar ablutions (6? 010) was that it meant 
something more than a cleansing of the body; it was part and 
parcel of an inward cleansing of the кардѓо, effected by tò оїра 

1 The phrase еу d\nOwy кардіа occurs in Test. Dan 5? (v.7. кабара) and in 
Is 38? (еу. к. 4.). 

2 There is а verbal parallel in the account of Isis-worship given by 
Apuleius (Metamorph. xi. 28: “ ergo igitur cunctis adfatim praeparatis . . . 
principalis dei nocturnis orgiis inlustratus, 2/ела za» fiducia germanae 


religionis obsequium diuinum frequentabam ”). 
More specifically, by the alua payriopot of 1274, 


X. 23.) PURITY 145 


тіс 5:адуктс (v.2%).1 Hence this as the vital element is put first, 
though the body had also its place and part in the cleansing ex- 
perience. Тһе кардіа and the сёра are a full, plastic expression 
for the entire personality, as an ancient conceived it. Ancient 
religious literature? is full of orders for the penitent to approach 
the gods only after moral contrition and bodily cleansing, with a 
clean heart and a clean body, in clean clothes even. But, apart 
from other things, such ablutions had to be repeated, while the 
Christian Bamticpds was a single ceremony, lying at the source and 
start of the religious experience. And what our author is think- 
ing of particularly is not this or that pagan rite, but the OT 
ritual for priests as described in Ех 2920, Lv 8?3* 145! etc. (cp. 


Joma 3). 


Three specimens of the anxious care for bodily purity in ancient religious 
ritual may be given. First (i) the ritual directions for worship in Sy//. 567 
(ii A.D.) : mp@rov меу kal тд uévywTov, xeipas kal yvwuny кадаройѕ kal Wyets 
imdpxovras kal илдер abrois devdv оууеіббтав. Second (ii) the stress laid on 
it by a writer like Philo, who (guod deus sit immutabilis, 2), after pleading 
that we should honour God by purifying ourselves from evil deeds and 
washing off the stains of life, adds: xal yap є070є5 els меу та lepa uh ёра 
Baólfew, ds àv uh mpdrepov Aovaduevos pardpivyTar тд одиа, ебхесбав бё Kal 
Oview emtyepery ёт: kncdwuévy kal пєфириёрт diavolg. His argument is that 
if the body requires ablutions (теріррауттріовв кай кабарсішшв «гүгентікойз) 
before touching an external shrine, how can anyone who is morally impure 
draw near (TposeA8etv TQ бе) the most pure God, unless he means to 
repent? ‘O меу yap трӧѕ TẸ илде» ётєёєруатасбол какду kal Ta талой ékxvuyaa- 
дал бікаиостаѕ yeynOws тросіто (ср. He 101922) 6 0' dvev тойтшу дискабартов 
Qv &dioTácÓw* Афсетов yap ойбетоте Tov Ta еу џиҳоїѕ THs Stavolas брФута (ср. 
Не 418] kal rots абйто$ а0тӯѕ ештеритатодута. Or again in de Plant. 39: 
c para. kal puxas kaO7pájuevot, тд шеу Novrpots, rà бе ғбшоу Kal полдєіаѕ бр0%8 
peduact. In de Cherub. 28 he denounces the ostentatious religion of the 
worldly, who in addition to their other faults, rà меу cópara Xovrpois kal 
кабарат!о droppümrovrau, Ta де yvxtjs ékvias0ac т40т, ols karappvralverat б 
Bios, оте BoUXovrat ore ётіттдєйоџсі, are very particular about their outward 
religious practices $ but careless about a clean soul. Finally, (iii) there is the 
saying of Epictetus (iv. 10. 3): ётєї yap éketvot (z.e. the gods) úse: кабароі 
kal акфратов, ёф ócov Tyyylkagw aùroîs ol dvOpwrot катё Tov Adyor, еті ToTOUTOY 
kai той кабаро? kal той кабаріоу вісір арбектікоі. 

For the exceptional pepavriopévar (X* А С 0%), ке D° etc, have substituted 
éppavriapévor (so Theodoret). Тһе AeXovaeuévot of к B D P is the more 
common кош) form of the Attic XeXovuévo: (A C D° etc.). 


The next appeal (у.2%), katéxwpev Tiv ópoNoytav tis ё\тїбо<$ 
(to which w* vg pesh eth add the gloss of (шоу), echoes 414 


1 Tò айша rĝs ӧіабўктз еу © 3ryiáo0$, as 1 Со 6! adda dmeXoícac0e, GAO 
nytao біте. 

2 Cp. Eugen Fehrle’s Die Kudtische Keuschhezt im Altertum (1910), рр. 
26 f., 131 f. ; Sir J. С. Frazers Adonis, 44425, Oszris (1907), рр. 407 f. 

$ According to a recently discovered (first century) inscription on a 
Palestinian synagogue (cp. Revue Libligue, 1921, рр. 247 f.), the synagogue 
was furnished with rà» Еердуа (for hospitality, cp. below, 137?) «al та xpnorý- 
pia тди 0батшу (baths for ritual ablutions). 


10 
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(кротбреу тїз OpoXoytas) and 3° (éàv тўу поррусіду кої то 
колуна тїс ?Ат(бое . . . катасхореу). This hope for the future 
was first confessed at baptism, and rests upon God's promise! 
(as already explained in 617-18), It 15 to be held áxAwjs, a term 
applied by Philo to the word of a good man (ô yàp то? aovóatov, 
Quat №уоѕ дрков éco, BEéBaros, akrAUys, durevüéo raros, êpnpero pévos 
áAxÜeia, de Spec. Leg. 11. т); in Irenaeus it recurs in a similar 
connexion (1. 88, ed. Harvey: б тд» каубуа т/с àAwÜcías акт) 
êv éavrQ katéywv, ðv dia тоо Parrioparos «Әлфе). The old 
Wycliffite version translates finely: “ hold we the confessioun of 
oure hope bowynge to no side.” The close connexion between 
бероғтівреуов ктА. and ХеХоиоцеуоһ ктА. makes it inadvisable to 
begin the second appeal with xai AeAoucpévor тб oôpa Одат: кофарф 
(Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, Lachmann, Lünemann, von Soden, B. 
Weiss, etc.) А more plausible suggestion, first offered by 
'Theodoret and adopted recently by Hofmann and Seeberg, is to 
begin the second appeal after miotews, making karexópev carry 
pepavriopévot . . . кабар. This yields a good sense, for it 
brings together the allusions to the baptismal confession. But 
the ordinary view is more probable; the asyndeton in катеуфмеу 
is impressive, and if it is objected that the kareyôpev clause is 
left with less content than the other two, the answer is that its 
eschatological outlook is reiterated in the third clause, and that 
by itself its brevity has a telling force. Besides, éxovres ктА. 
(19-21) introduce karexàpev as well as тросерхашеба. 


The third appeal (2+ 25) turns on love (cp. 619), as the first on 
faith, and the second on hope. The members of the circle or 
community are to stir up one another to the practice of Chris- 
tian love. Since this is only possible when common worship 
and fellowship are maintained, the writer warns them against 
following the bad example of abandoning such gatherings; kat 
катогодреу &AAHAous, for, if we are to катауову Christ (31), we 
are also bound to keep an eye on one another ets таробиорду 
áyamíis кої кабу épyov (Ze. an active, attractive moral life, 
inspired by Christian love). This good sense of mapofvopós as 
stimulus seems to be an original touch ; in Greek elsewhere it 
bears the bad sense of provocation or exasperation (cp. Ac 15%), 
although the verb zapo£ivew had already acquired a good sense 
(eg. іп Josephus, 422. xvi. 125, mapogdvar тту вйуоау: in Pr 6? 
106: ил) екАілбиеуов, тордёхує бе Kal Tov ФОоу соу бу éveyvijoo : and 
іп Xen. Cyrop. vi. 2. 5, kai tovtous ётодуфу тє vapo$vve). Pliny’s 
words at the close of his letter to Caninius Rufus (iii. 7) illus- 
trate what is meant by таробуомбе in this sense: “5сіо te 
stimulis non egere; me tamen tui caritas evocat ut currentem 

1 An instance of this is quoted in 114, 
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quoque instigem, sicut tu soles me. 'Ауабт & ері, cum invicem 
se mutuis exhortationibus amici ad amorem immortalitatis 
exacuunt. How the zapoévegós is to be carried out, the writer 
does not say. Ву setting a good example? Ву definite exhorta- 
tions (паракаћодитеєѕ, v.?5, like 131)? Mi] еұкатоХейтоутес-ао not 
do to one another what God never does to you (13°), do not 
leave your fellow-members in the lurch (the force of éy«araA «crew, 
especially in the xowy)—thv етасууаүшүйу éavrQv (reflexive pro- 
noun in the genitive = uóv). “Emtcuvaywyy in the кошту (cp. Deiss- 
mann’s Light from the East, 102 f.) means a collection (of money), 
but had already in Jewish Greek (e.g. 2 Mac 27 čws йу owayn 6 
бебе éria vvayoryi]jy Tov Хао?) begun to acquire the present sense 
of a popular “ gathering.” Као 00 (sc. естеу) то. But who 
are these? What does this abandonment of common fellowship 
mean? (а) Perhaps that some were growing ashamed of their 
faith ; it was so insignificant and unpopular, even dangerous to 
anyone who identified himself with it openly. They may have 
begun to grow tired of the sacrifices and hardships involved in 
membership of the local church. This is certainly the thought 
of ro??* and it is better than to suppose (2) the leaders were a small 
group of teachers or more intelligent Christians, who felt able, in 
a false superiority, to do without common worship; they did not 
require to mix with the ordinary members! "The author in any 
case is warning people against the dangers of individualism, а 
warning on the lines of the best Greek and Jewish ethics, e.g. 
Isokrates, ad Demon. 13, тха тб Satpoviov дей меу, маӘдаста дё pera 
rijs TróAeos, and the rabbinic counsel in Taanith, 11. 1 (4 whenever 
the Israelites suffer distress, and one of them withdraws from the 
rest, two angels come to him and, laying their hands upon his 
head, say, this man who separates himself from the assembly 
shall not see the consolation which is to visit the congregation "), 
or in Hillel’s saying (ZZr&e Adboth 2°): “Separate not thyself 
from the congregation, and trust not in thyself until the day of 
thy death.” Тһе loyal Jews are described in Ps.-Sol 1718 as 
ої ауатфутев cvvaywyas ӧсіоу, and a similar thought occurs also 
(if “his” and not “my” is the correct reading) in Od. Sol 3?: 
“His members are with Him, and on them do I hang.” Апу 
early Christian who attempted to live like a pious particle without 
the support of the community ran serious risks in an age when 
there was no public opinion to support him. His isolation, what- 
ever its motive—fear, fastidiousness, self-conceit, or anything else 
—exposed him to the danger of losing his faith altogether. These 
are possible explanations of the writer's grave tone in the pas- 
sage before us. Some critics, like Zahn (§ 46), even think that 
(с) such unsatisfactory Christians left their own little congrega- 
tion for another, in a spirit of lawless pique, or to gratify their 
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own tastes selfishly ; but éavróv is not emphatic, and in any 
congregation of Christians the duties of love would be pressed. 
Separatist tendencies were not absent from the early church; 
thus some members considered themselves too good to require 
common worship, as several warnings prove, e.g. in Barn 41? 
py kaĝ Eavrods évÓvvovres provalere Os 101) Sedtxatwpevor, GAN еті 
TÒ ато cvvepxój.evou сәубцтете тері той ко) суимфероутов) апа 
Ign. Ерй. 5° (6 otv py épxopevos еті то айт0 otros 797 Әтерт/фауеі 
каї éavróv dvéxpuvev). But in our epistle (7) the warning is directed 
specially against people who combined Christianity with a 
number of mystery-cults, patronizing them in turn, or who with- 
drew from Christian fellowship, feeling that they had exhausted 
the Christian faith and that it required to be supplemented by 
some other cult “Ас first and indeed always there were 
naturally some people who imagined that one could secure the 
sacred contents and blessings of Christianity as one did those of 
Isis ог the Magna Mater, and then withdraw” (Harnack, 
Expansion of Christianity, bk. ii. c. 4; cp. Reitzenstein’s Hellen. 
Mysterienreligionen, 94). This was serious, for, as the writer 
realized, it implied that they did not regard Christianity as the 
final and full revelation ; their action proved that the Christian 
faith ranked no higher with them than one of the numerous 
Oriental cults which one by one might interest the mind, but 
which were not necessarily in any case the last word on life. 
The argument of the epistle has been directed against this mis- 
conception of Christianity, and the writer here notes a practical 
illustration of it in the conduct of adherents who were hold- 
ing aloof, or who were in danger of holding aloof, from the 
common worship. Hence the austere warning which follows. 
Such a practice, or indeed any failure to “draw near” by 
the way of Jesus, 1s an insult to God, which spells hopeless 
ruin for the offender. And evidently this retribution is near. 
Christians are to be specially on their guard against conduct 
that means apostasy, for фАХетете (how, he does not say) 
Еүүйоусоу (as іп Ко 1312) тї» Ярероу (here, as in 1 Со 31°, 
without Фейт or tod xvpiov). This eschatological setting 
distinguishes the next warning (vv.?681) from the earlier 
аба: 


26 Kor if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the Truth, 
there is no longer any sacrifice for sins left, 27 nothing but an awful outlook of 
doom, that ‘burning Wrath” which will ‘consume the foes” (see у.13) of 
God. B Anyone who has rejected the law of Moses “dies? without mercy, 
“ол the evidence of two or of three witnesses.” P How much heavier, do уои 
suppose, will be the punishment assigned (i.e. by God) £o him who has spurned 
the Son of God, who has profaned “* the covenant-blood” (9°) with which he 
was sanctified (1019), who has insulted the Spirit of grace? 9 We know who 
ғаға, “ Vengeance is mine, I will exact а requital" : and again (пали, as in 


£. 26.] APOSTASY 149 


213) ** The Lord will pass sentence оп his people." ® [2 ап awful thing to 
fall into the hands of the living God. 


Apostasy hke withdrawal from the church on the ground 
already mentioned, is treated as one of the deliberate (éxougiws) 
sins which (cp. on 52), under the OT order of religion, were 
beyond any atonement. Wilful offences, like rebellion and 
blasphemy against God, were reckoned unpardonable. “Іп the 
case of one who, by his sin, intentionally disowns the covenant 
itself, there can be no question of sacrifice. He has himself cut 
away the ground on which it would have been possible for him 
to obtain reconciliation” (Schultz, OZ Theology, 11. 88). There 
15 an equivalent to this, under the new $:a05k««, our author 
declares. То abandon Christianity is to avow that it is in- 
adequate, and this denial of God's perfect revelation in Jesus 
Christ is fatal to the apostate. In ékovatos ápapróvrov Шы (е 
екомсіше is put first for the sake of emphasis, and apapróvrov 
means the sin of drosrjvaı ато eov бөутов (217) or of mapa- 
тіттєу (69), the present tense implying that such people persist 
in this attitude. “Ekovøíws 15 the keynote to the warning. Its 
force may be felt in a passage like Thuc. iv. 98, where the 
Athenians remind the Boeotians that God pardons what is done 
under the stress of war and peril, кай yap tov dxovotwy брарту- 
párov катафтуйу elvai Tovs Bwovs, and that it is wanton and 
inks idc crimes alone which are heinous. Philo (222. Mos. 

. 49) describes Balaam praying for forgiveness from God on 
the ground that he had sinned úr Je ал№ ой каб éxovotov 
yvopnv. The adverb occurs in 2 Мас 14? (AAkipos . . . Exovciws 
де pepoAvapévos). Тһе general idea of the entire warning is that 
the moral order punishes all who wantonly and wilfully flout it; 
as Menander once put it (Kock's Com. Attic. Fragm. 700): 


л 


? s 3 , > ? А 
vopos dvAaxÜeis ойбеу otw 7) võpos 
б pn prdrayGeis Kai убдо$ kai Snptos. 


Our author expresses this law of retribution in personal terms 
drawn from the OT, which prove how deeply moral and reverent 
his religious faith was, and how he dreaded anything like pre- 
suming upon God’s kindness and mercy. The easy-going man 
thinks | God easy going ; ; he is not very serious about his religious 
duties, and he cannot imagine how Godcan take them very seriously 
either. “We know” better, says the author of IIpós "Efpaíovs ! 
Christianity is described (in v.29) as то Ха еу Tiv етсуушочу 
Ts 4Ал0е/о<, a semi-technical phrase of the day, which recurs in 
the Pastoral Epistles (though with éAQetv eis instead of AaBetv). It 
15 not one of our author's favourite expressions,! but the phrase 


* Here it is an equivalent for the phrases used in 6*5; there is no dis- 
tinction between éméyvwoeis and уе: (0є00) апу more than i in the LXX, and 
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is partly used by Epictetus in its most general sense (Aaffov т 
Tapa THS фдсеов метра kat kavóvas eis éexiyyvwow THs д4Аубейав kTÀ., 
il. 20. 21), when upbraiding the wretched academic philosophers 
(оі дтаХайторог “Axadnpaixol) for discrediting the senses as organs 
of knowledge, instead of using and improving them. АП that 
renegades can expect (у.27) is $ofepá ms ( = quidam, deepening 
the idea with its touch of vagueness) èkðox (a sense coined by 
the writer for this term, after his use of éxóéxeoQa in 1013) крісешс, 
for they have thrown over the only sacrifice that saves men from 
«picis (92%). This is expanded in a loose! reminiscence of Is 
2611 (Aos Anpwerat Маду дто/беотоу, kai viv TÜp rovs virevavríovs 
éderac), though the phrase төрде bos recalls Zeph 119 (38) èv 
турі CyAov айтоў katavaAwOyoerat таса ў у. Тһе contemporary 
Jewish Apocalypse of Baruch (493940) contains а similar threat 
to wilful sinners : 


“Therefore shall а fire consume their thoughts, 
and in flame shall the meditations of their reins be tried ; 
for the Judge shall come and will not tarry— 
because each of earth's inhabitant knew when he was trans- 
gressing." 


The penalty for the wilful rejection (àá0erjeas) of the Mosaic 
law? was severe (Dt 172-17), but not more severe than the penalty 
to be inflicted on renegades from Christianity (уу.2881), Тһе 
former penalty was merciless, xepis оіктіррдәу (to which, at an 
early period, «at daxpvwy was added by D, most old Latin texts, 
апа syr®'), It is described in a reminiscence of Dt 176 еті óvoiv 
мдртуси/ 1) еті трісіу paptvow &тобауесто 6 àmoÜviokov (7.e. the 
apostate who has yielded to idolatry). Тһе witnesses executed 
the punishment for the sin of which they had given evidence 
(Dt 177, Ac 757% Jn 87, Sanhedrim 64), but this is not before the 
writer’s mind; rí with the dative simply means “оп the ground 
of (the evidence given Бу)” Іп méow бокєгтє ктА. (у.29), doxetre 
is intercalated as in Aristoph. Acharn. 12 (төс тойт’ есеюге pov 
бокві6 THY кард(оу ;), апа Herm. Sz. 1х. 28. 8 (et rà 0и rovs 
бойДоуе a)rOv коХабомсшу, ғау Tis apvnontar Tov курор éavroU, ті 
Ooketre той)сві б керіс ӛшу ;). Посе (ср. 914) introduces ап 


&М]Өє‹а‚ had been already stamped by Philo (e.g. de Justztza, 6, where the 
proselyte is said шетауастйв els àX0euav) as а term for the true religion, 
which moulds the life of those who become members of the People. Compare 
the study of the phrase by M. Dibelius in NT Studien für С. Heinrici (1914), 
. 176-189. 
Ы 1 Probably it was the awkwardness of (^os, coming after mvpós, which led 
to its omission in W. Sah reads simply ‘‘ the flame of the fire.” 
? According to the later rabbinic theory of inspiration, even to assert that 
Moses uttered one word of the Torah on his own authority was to despise the 
Torah (Sifre 112, on Nu 15?!). 
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argument from the less to the greater, which was the first of 
Hillel’s seven rules for exegesis, and which is similarly used by 
Philo in de Zuga, 16, where, after quoting Ex 2115, he adds that 
Moses here practically denies that there is any pardon for those 
who blaspheme God (еі yap ої tots Ovyroùs кактуорјсаутєѕ yovets 
ӛтдфуоутав Tijv. елі Üaváro, Tivos agiovs ҳр) уошібеу түморйав тоў$ 
TOv бАоу татеро koi noty ВХасфумеу vmopévovras;). There 
is also a passage in de Spec. Legibus (i. 254, 255) where Philo 
asks, “If a man ju тросукбутов ópvós is guilty, тбо%е 465 
Tiywpias 6 тбу бутш дута бебу apvovpevos ; " 

тірорќа originally meant vengeance. Дгафёрє: дё туиоріа kal kÓXaats* 7) 
uèv yàp kóNacis TOD тёсҳоутоѕ Éveka éaTw, 7 де тішоріа тоб TotoÜvros, iva 
dmomAnpw0n (Arist. Rhetoric, i. 10. 11; see Cope's Zzroduction, p. 232). 


But it became broadened into the general sense of punishment, and this 
obtained in Hellenistic Greek. 


Тһе threefold description of what is involved in the sin of 
apostasy begins: б отд» viàv той Oeo католтат(оа5, another ex- 
pression for the thought of 66, which recalls Zec 12? (Aígov 
қатататобмеуоу rac Tots éÜveatw' más б karazarüv айттуу éurailov 
éuraierar). Котататєу орка was the phrase for breaking oaths 
(Шаа, 4157); with a personal object, the verb denotes con- 
tempt of the most flagrant kind. Another aspect of the sin is 
that a man has thereby кошду ! yynodpevos the sacrifice of Jesus ; 
his action means that it is no more to him than an ordinary death 
(“communem,” 4), instead of a divine sacrifice which makes him 
a partaker of the divine fellowship (see p. 145). Where Christ is 
rejected, he is first despised; outward abandonment of him 
springs from some inward depreciation or disparagement. The 
third aspect, koi тӛ туебра тїз xdpitos (not Tov удиоу Movaéos) 
évdBpioas, suggests that the writer had in mind the language of 
Дес 1210 (ékxeQ . . . туедиа xXapitos кої оікт:рро?), but mveüpa 
xdpiros (contrasted here, as in Jn 1177, with the vóuos Movaéos) 
is a periphrasis for туебша dytov (64%); ҳар: being chosen (419 1215) 
to bring out the personal, gracious nature of the power so wan- 
tonly insulted.? “EvuBpifew is not a LXX term, and it generally 
takes the dative. (Ev à fjyvác0 after )ynoápevos is omitted by 
A and some MSS of Chrysostom.) 

The sombre close (уу.30: 31) of the warning is a reminder 
that the living God punishes renegades. Фоферду (v.?!) re-echoes 
the фоЙера of у.27, and the awful nature of the doom is brought 
out by two quotations adapted from the OT.  'Epoi éxSixnats, 


1 Once in the LXX (Pr 1573) in this sense. 

? In. Zest. Jud. 18? the mveüua ҳӣрітоѕ poured out upon men is the Spirit 
as a gracious gift of God. But in Не 107%, as in Eph 4°, it is the divine Spirit 
wounded or outraged, the active retribution, however, being ascribed not to 
the Spirit itself but to God. 
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гүй ёутолтодосо, is the same form of Dt 32% as is quoted in Ко 
1219; it reproduces the Hebrew original more closely than the 
LXX (ғу pépa éxdixyoews ávramoÓócw), perhaps from some 
current Greek version, unless the author of Hebrews borrowed 
it from Paul! Some of the same authorities as in 817 indeed 
add, from Ко 1219, Méyec кӛре (N^ A D° K L arm Theodoret, 
Damasus, etc.). Kptvet Kuptos тәу Хаду адто0 15 from Dt 3236. Тһе 
thought of the original, in both passages, is God avenging his 
people on their foes and championing them, not punishing them ; 
but here this fate 15 assigned to all who put themselves outside 
the range of God's mercy in the sacrifice of Jesus Christ; they fall 
under God's retribution. Tò épmecety eis xetpas бєой 15 a phrase 
used in a very different sense in 2 S 241% Sir 215; here it means, 
to fall into the grasp of the God who punishes the disloyal? 
or rebels against his authority. Thus the tyrant Antiochus is 
threatened, іп 2 Mac 731, où шм) dtadvyns tas хара Tod Oeod. Ав 
іп 312 {Фито is added to 6«oü to suggest that he is quick and 
alive to inflict retribution. Тһе writer is impressively reticent 
on the nature of God's typwpia, even more reticent than Plato, in 
one of the gravest warnings in Greek literature, the famous 
passage іп the Leges (904, 905) about the divine бїк: Tavrns 
т dixns ойте ov py тдте оўтє el dÀXos 4тоуі< yevóp.evos ErevsnTat 
meptyeverbat ÜcQv* 1)v тасбу бікбу бихфердутов éra£áv те ot rá&avres 
xpewy те ёёєЛаВесӣо: тӛ тардтау. оф yàp dpednOnon тоте vm 
abris ойу ойто optkpds dy Sion ката rò THs үйе |340о5, ойд’ ФлАб 
yevóp.evos els тбу ойраубе åvamTýoy, Teves дё афтФу тӯи тровткоусау 
тидорбау eir évOdde меушу eire kai еу Aldov биатореобеіе. Plato 
altered the Homeric term бїк) беду to suit his purpose; what 
meant “мау” or “habit,” he turned into a weighty word for 
“justice.” Тһе alteration is justified from his “preaching ” 
point of view, and the solemn note of the Greek sage's warning 
is that of He 1076 ; you cannot play fast and loose with God. 

Yet, as at 6?, so here, the writer swiftly turns from warning to 
encouragement, appealing to his readers to do better than he 
feared, and appealing to all that was best in them. “Why 
throw away the gains of your fine record in the past? You have 
not long to wait for your reward. Hold on for a little longer.” 
This is the theme of vv.32-39 ; 


! Paul cites the saying to prove that private Christians need not and must 
not take revenge into their own hands, since God is sure to avenge his people 
on their adversaries. Which is close to the idea of the original. Our author 
uses the text to clinch a warning that God will punish (крає =“ punibit," not 
** judicabit") his people for defying and deserting him. 

2 So the martyr Eleazar protests іп 2 Mac 66, as he refuses to save his 
life by unworthy compromise: el yap кай еті той тарбутов éġeħoðuat Tiv 65 
dvOpwrwy Tuuoplav, АХАд Tas той таутократоров xecpas ойте (др ойте длтобаушу 
éexpeviouat. 


X. 32, 33.] A FINE RECORD 153 


82 Recall the former days when, after you were enlightened (pwriobévres, 
as 65), you endured а hard struggle of suffering, 9 partly by being held ut 
yourselves to obloguy and anguish, partly by making common cause with those 
who fared in this way ; 54 for you did sympathize with the prisoners, and you 
took the confiscation of your own belongings cheerfully, consctous that elsewhere 
you had higher, you had lasting possessions. * Now do not drop that con- 
fidence of yours ; tt (ijris, as in 23) carries with tt a rich hope of reward. 
96 Steady patience zs what you need, so that after doing the will of God you 
may (like Abraham, 615) get what you have been promised. ™ For “in a 
little, a very little” now, 


“ The Coming One (9%) will arrive without delay. 
8 Meantime my just man shall live on by his faith; 
tf he shrinks back, my soul takes no delight in him.” 


39 We are not the men to shrink back and be lost, but to have faith and so to 
win our souls. 


The excellent record of these Christians in the past consisted 
in their common brotherliness (619), which is now viewed in the 
light of the hardships they had had to endure, soon after they 
became Christians. The storm burst on them early; they 
weathered it nobly; why give up the voyage, when it is nearly 
done? It is implied that any trouble at present is nothing to 
what they once passed through. “Avaptpyijoxec@e $ тас трбтероу 
Hpepas (v.22): memory plays a large part in the religious experi- 
ence, and is often as here a stimulus. In these earlier days they 
had (vv.° 33) two equally creditable experiences (тобто pév . . 
тобто $, a good classical idiom); they bore obloquy and hard- 
ship manfully themselves, and they also made common cause 
with their fellow-sufferers. By saying d@Anow тобүрбтоу, the 
writer means, that the ta@juara made the déAnors which tested 
their powers (210). “A@Anou—the metaphor is athletic, as in 12! 
—came to denote а martyr's death in the early church ; but no 
such red significance attaches to it here. Apparently the per- 
secution was not pushed to the last extreme (12*); all survived 
it Hence there can be no allusion to the “ludibria " of Nero’s 
outburst against the Roman Christians, in (v.33) 0earp.tóp.evot, 
which is used in a purely figurative sense (so беатроу in т Co 4°), 
like екбевтріСеу in Polybius (e.g. 11. 91. 10, бїбтєр épeAXov . . . 
екбеотривіу бе rovs тоХешоув $vyouaxo)rvras) Тһе meaning is 
that they had been held up to public derision, scoffed and 
sneered at, accused of crime and vice, unjustly suspected and 
denounced. АП this had been, the writer knew, a real ordeal, 
particularly because the stinging contempt and insults had had 
to be borne in the open. “Отау ме/ уар тіс óveiittgrat каб éavróv, 
AuTnpov меу, тоАЛо дё тАёо>, бтау еті rávrov (Chrysostom). They 
had been exposed to éverScopots те kai OAtpeor, taunts and scorn 
that tempted one to feel shame (an experience which our author 
evidently felt keenly), as well as to wider hardships, both insults 
and injuries. All this they had stood manfully. Better still, 
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their personal troubles had not rendered them indisposed to 
care for their fellow-sufferers, тӛғ ойто (Ze. in the табйиата) 
буастрефореуә (1318). They exhibited the virtue of practical 
ue urged in 13%, at any risk or cost to themselves (kowvwvot 
. yevn8évres with the genitive, as in LXX of Pr 2814, Is 123), 
The ideas of v.33 are now (v.34) taken up in the reverse order 
(as іп 5:7). Kat yàp rots Seopiois сууетабйсате, imprisonment 
being for some a form of their maĝýuara. Christians in prison 
had to be visited and fed by their fellow-members. For соџтадєіу 
(ср. 419) as between man and man, see Zest. Sym. 36 kai Xovróv 
сумтафей тӘ POovovpéevw: Test. Benj. 44 то doGevorvte ovyraoxe : 
Ign. Rom. 6% суртабето por: and the saying which is quoted 
in Meineke’s Prag. Comic. Graec. iv. 52, ёк Tov подєу yiyvwoke 
Kat TO сърлабєѓу" Kal Got yap дААов ovpmabyoetat табоу. They 
had also borne their own losses with more than equanimity,! 
with actual gladness (perà харӣѕ, the same thought as іп Ro 5°, 
though differently worked ош), ywdoxovres (with accus. and 
infinitive) хє éavroós (=dpas, which is actually read here by 
Cosmas Indicopleustes, 348a ; éavrovs is not emphatic any more 
than éavróv in у.25) кре{тто»@ (a favourite term of the author) 
ürap&w (Ас 235) kai pévoucay (1314, the thought of Mt 67°), тї» 
бртауђи тӧу Ómapxóvrov úpðv (cp. Polybius, iv. 17. 4, артауйѕ 
brapxóvrov) implies that their own property had been either 
confiscated by the authorities or plundered in some mob-riot. 
Note the paronomasia of vmapxóvrov and ?тарё, and the place 
of this loss in the list of human evils as described іп the ZacZes, 
195 E (єтє TO Oavaros etre vóoos etre ато[Воћ) хрумдтоу стол). 


There is no question of retaliation ; the primitive Christians whom the 
author has in view had no means of returning injuries for injuries, or even 
of claiming redress. Thus the problem raised and solved by contemporary 
moralists does not present itself to the writer; he does not argue, as, e.g., 
Maximus of Tyre did in the next century (Dissert. ii.), that the good man 
should treat the loss of property as a trifle, and despise the futile attempts of 
his enemies to injure him thus, the soul or real self being beyond the reach 
of such evil-doers. Тһе tone is rather that of Tob 421 (дл) $o8o0, толбіоу, бт. 
ФЭттохейсареу" 0тархев gol тоХАй, eüv фоВтбтѕ tov беоу ктА.), except that 
our author notes the glow (деті хара) of an enthusiastic unworldliness, 
which was more than any Stoic resignation or even any quiet acquiescence 
in providence; he suggests in éavross that, while others might seize and hold 
their property, they themselves had a possession of which no one could rob 
them. Seneca (22. ix. 18-19) quotes the famous reply of the philosophic 
Stilpo to Demetrius Poliorketes, who asked him, after the siege and sack of 
Megara, if he had lost anything in the widespread ruin, Stilpo answered 
that he had suffered по loss; “ omnia bona mecum sunt." That is, Seneca 
explains, he did not consider anything as “ good” which could be taken from 
him. This helps to illustrate what the author of IIpós ‘EBpatovs means. Ав 
Epictetus put it, there are more losses than the loss of property (ii. 10. 14, 


1 Тһіѕ is not conveyed in троввб освбе, which here, as іп 11%, simply 
means ‘‘ accepted," not ** welcomed.” 
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Adda д7 се керна ётоћсол, {ра (лшо008, dXXov <> ойбеуд ámoeta ("мой 
Tov ávÜpwmor ;). А similar view pervades the fine homiletic misinterpretation 
of Dt 65 in Berachoth 95 ** Man is bound to bless [God] for evil as for 
good, for itis said, Thou shalt love Jahweh thy God with all thy heart and 
with all thy soul and with all thy strength. With all thy heart means, with 
both yetzers, the good and the bad alike: ағ/2 all thy sou means, even if he 
deprive thee of thy soul: wth all thy strength means, with all thy posses- 
sions.” А similar view is cited in Sifre 32. Apollonius, in the last quarter 
of the second century, declares: ‘‘ We do not resent having our goods taken 
from us, because we know that, whether we live or die, we are the Lord's ” 
(Conybeare, Monuments of Early Christianity, p. 44). 


No persecution known to us in the primitive church answers 
to the data of this passage. But some sidelights are thrown upon 
it by Philo's vivid account of the earlier anti-Semite riots in 
Alexandria. He notes that even those who sympathized with 
the persecuted were punished: тфу 0’ ое GAGGs тетоуботоу diXo 
Kal ovyyevels, OTL póvov rais TOv poakóvrov Tupdopats Tvvý- 
ynoav, áTwyovro, épagTryotvro, érpox(tovro, kai мета таса Tas 
aixias, боса éOvvaro хорфсог ті сората abro(s, 7 TeÀevraia xai 
2фебров тхора o Tavpós qv (in Flaccum, 7: m. b. neither here 
nor in 11°5f does the author of IIpós 'Efpa(ovs mention the cross 
as a punishment for sufferers). Philo (2277. о) continues: теуіп 
ХоХетбу pev, kat рала Grav karackevdéyrat mpòs ехбрау, éAarrov 
бе THS eis та соната UBpews, Kav т) Dpaxvráry. Не repeats this 
(10), telling how Flaccus maltreated Jews who had been already 
stripped of their property, iva of меу tropevaor біттас cupdopas, 
Tevíav брод каї Tiv èv rois capaci v[pw, Kal oi uiv Ópüvres, 
OgTep еу TOLS Gearpikots мровв kaÜvmepkptvovro TOUS TATYOVTAS. 


Three items of textual corruption occur in v.44, (а) Seoplors (pl? А D* H 
33. 104. 241. 424**. 635. 1245. 1288. 1739. 1908. 1012. 2005 г vg syrhkl 
boh arm Chrys.) was eventually corrupted into бесиоі (uov) in x D° 256. 
1288* etc. vt eth Clem. Orig.), a misspelling (z.e. дєсшоѓѕ) which, with шо 
added to make sense, contributed to the impression that Paul had written 
the epistle (Ph 17 15°, Col 438. Compare the text implied in the (Pelagian ?) 
prologue to Paul's epp. in vg: “паш et vinctis compassi estis, et rapinam 
bonorum vestrorum cum gaudio suscepistis.” 

(6) éavtovs (р! x A Н lat boh Clem. Orig. etc.) suffered in the course of 
transmission ; it was either omitted (by C) or altered into éavrots (D K L vv, 
etc., Chrys.) or év éavrois (1. 467. 489. 642. 920. 937. 1867. 1873), the dative 
being an attempt to bring out the idea that they had in their own religious 
personalities a possession beyond the reach of harm and loss, an idea pushed 
by some editors even into éavroós, but too subtle for the context. 

(с) %тарфу was eventually defined by the addition of èv (rots) ovpavots 
(from Ph 32°?) in ке De H** © б. 203. 326. 506. 1288. 1739 syr arm Chrys. 


etc 


The reminder of vv.°2%4 is now (3939) pressed home. M) 
ёто8&\Мтүтє обу Thy Tappyoiav бру, as evinced in peta xapâs . . . 
ywéokovres кті. Тһе phrase occurs in Dio Chrys. Orat. 34?? 
(ока рі) TeA€ws атоВаћлтє туу тарруо(ау) and elsewhere in the 
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sense of losing courage, but wappycia retains its special force 
(39) here, and &vofjáAAew is the opposite of xaréxew (“ nolite 
itaque amittere," vg). The таррусіа is to be maintained, yrs 
Ехес реүдАту расбатобооіау (as 1126), it 15 so sure of bringing 
its reward in the bliss promised by God to cheerful loyalty. 
Compare the saying of the contemporary rabbi Тагрһоп: “ faith- 
ful is the Master of thy work, who will pay thee the reward of 
thy work, and know thou that the recompense of the reward of 
the righteous is for the time to come” (Pirke Aboth 219), 


Epictetus makes a similar appeal, in iv. 3. 3f., not to throw away all that 
one has gained in character by failing to maintain one's philosophical 
principles when one has suffered some loss of property. When you lose any 
outward possession, recollect what you gain instead of it (ті дит aùroî 
mepurouj) ; otherwise, you imperil the results of all your past conscientiousness 
(Uca viv rpocéxers acavrQ, дё\\є< éxxeiv üravra табта kal dvarpérew). Апа 
it takes so little to do this; a mere swerve from reasonable principle (ucxpas 
алтострофӯѕ то? Абуо»), a slight drowsiness, and all is lost (4т?Абеу тарта та 
péxpt viv avveieyuéva). No outward possession is worth having, Epictetus 
continues, if it means that one ceases to be free, to be God’s friend, to serve 
God willingly. I must not set my heart on anything else; God does not 
allow that, for if He had chosen, He would have made such outward goods 
good for me (dyaĝà meroket афта dv uol). Maximus of Tyre again argued 
that while, for example, men might be willing to endure pain and discomfort 
for the sake and hope of regaining health, “ if you take away the hope of good 
to come, you also take away the power of enduring present ills” (ei афеХовв 
riva Әлтіба TOv. МƏӘӘЗортоу дуабду, афарђсє:ѕ kal тій аїрєсіу TGV тарбутоу 
какфу, Diss. xxxiii). 


To retain the Christian mwappynoia means still ӛторегеш, ПО 
longer perhaps in the earlier sense (úmepeivate, v.9?), and yet some- 
times what has to be borne 15 harder, for sensitive people, than 
any actual loss. Such obedience to the will of God assumes 
many phases, from endurance of suffering to sheer waiting, and 
the latter is now urged (v.36). “Үтороуйе yàp Ехете xpetav (512) tva 
тӛ Ө6Атра тоб дєой mowjcavres (suggested by 1079) kopionabe rijv 
émayyeAiav (612 то). “Though the purpose of tzopzovy is 
contained in the clause tva . . . érayyeAiav, yet the function of 
this clause in the sentence is not telic. Its office is not to 
express the purpose of the principal clause, but to set forth a 
result (conceived, not actual) of which the possesion of ?тоџорэ 
is the necessary condition” (Burton, WZ Moods ала Tenses, 

. 93). “Yropový and ӛтомеует echo through this passage and 
121-7, the idea of tenacity being expressed in 1038-1149 by тісті. 
"Ycoporj here as in the LXX (ср. Diat. 3548a-c) implies the 
conviction of “ hope that the evil endured will be either remedied 
or proved to be no evil.” Кошотафде does not mean to get back 
or recover, nor to gather in, but simply as in the коту to receive, 
to get what has been promised (rij érayyeMav) rather than to 
get it as our due (which is the idea of шобатодосќоу), though 
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what is promised is in one sense our due, since the promise can 
only be fulfilled for those who carry out its conditions (61°). And 
it will soon be fulfilled. “ Have patience; it is not long now.” 
Again he clinches his appeal with an OT word, this time from the 
prophets (уу.37.38), “Ет, yàp (om. pl?) шкоду (sc. gore) оок бооу. 
In de mutat. nomin. 44, Philo comments upon the aptness and 
significance of the word уай in the promise of Gn 17?? (ri yàp 
ейтретестероу 1) Tayaba € єтєє беф Kal TAX EWS Op.oX o'yetv ; ;). Our 
author has a similar idea in mind, though he is eschatological, as 
Philo is not. “Osov ӛсоғ is a variant in D (оп Lk 53) for óAcyov. 
The phrase occurs in Aristoph. Wasps, 213 (ті ойк àmekouÜ0oav 
бетоу бооу ст4Ату), and elsewhere, but here it is a reminiscence of 
the LXX of Is 26% (uuxpóv бсоу ócov). Hence, although шкрбу 
бооу is also used, as by Philo, the omission of the second отоу in 
the text of Hebrews by some cursives (eg. 6. 181. 326. 1836) 
and Eusebius is unjustified. Тһе words serve to introduce the 
real citation, apparently suggested by the term ómopovás (v.99), 
from Hab 2% * àv torepyon, vropewov афтду, бт épxóp.evos Het 
Kal ov p?) Xpovion’ àv Отооте ота, ойк eUOoket т] Ұлу) pov èv айта; 
6 0€ dtkatos ёк vía reos pov Cyoerat, especially as the LXX makes 
the object of patient hope not the fulfilment of the vision, ze. 
the speedy downfall of the foreign power, but either messiah 
or God. (a) The author of Hebrews further adds ё to рхбреуов, 
applying the words to Christ ; (6) changes од ph xpovion into oò 
xpovet :! (c) reverses the order of the last two clauses, and (4) 
shifts pou in front of ёк тістеое, as in the A text of the LXX. 
In the MSS of Hebrews, pov is entirely omitted Бур DH K 
L P W cop eth Chrys. etc., to conform the text to the Pauline 
quotation (Ro 117, Gal 31), while the original LXX text, with 
pov after тісте, is preserved іп D* d ѕугге 8! etc, This text, 
or at any rate its Hebrew original, meant that the just man (ze. 
the Israelite) lived by God being faithful to his covenant with 
the nation. In Mpés “EBpatous the idea is that the just man of 
God is to live by his own mies or loyalty, as he holds on and 
holds out till the end, timidity meaning ámóeta (v.??), while the 
fon promised by God as the reward of human loyalty is the 
outcome of пісті (ёк wiotews). But our author is interested in 
motes rather than in бө). The latter is not one of his categories, 
in the sense of eternal life; this idea he prefers to express 
otherwise. What he quotes the verse for is its combination of 
God's speedy recompense and of the stress on human тст, 
which he proceeds to develop at length. Тһе note struck in 6 
бе бикваһбе pou also echoes on and on through the following 
passage (11% “АРА... ёрартоирӣбт civar бїкшо$, 117 Nàe . . . 


1 This second a or xpovice:, pl? &* D*, is read by some editors (e.g. 
Tregelles, W-H, B. Weiss). 
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THS катд пісті Okotoodvns, 1133 ўрүбсауто біколовбутүу, 1 211 kapmóv 
дтобібшоіу Sikatocuvys, 127 mveóp.aot біксішу rereAevopévov). The 
aim ОҒ (с) was to make it clear, as it is not clear in the LXX, 
that the subject of отостє: Хто: was 6 Stkatos, and also to make 
the warning against apostasy the climax. Kat éàv dmootetAntoar— 
not simply in fear (as, e.g., Dem. adv. Pant. 630, pydev ®тоттє\- 
Adpevov pyd ata Xvvópevov), but in the fear which makes men (cp. 
Gal 217) withdraw from their duty or abandon their convictions— 
ойк «йбоке( ў фух pou èv айт©. It isa fresh proof of the freedom 
which the writer uses, that he refers these last seven words to 
God as the speaker; in Habakkuk the words are uttered by the 
prophet himself. Then, with a ringing, rallying note, he expresses 
himself confident about the issue. “Hpets бе ойк éopeév ÓmooroMis 
(predicate genitive, as in 124, unless dvópes ог ек is supplied) eis 
ат«Хегоу, GANG mioTeus eis терітойтоіғ фоҳӯсѕ (= {ўоєтол, v.38). 
Nepiroinois occurs three times in the LXX (2 Ch 1413, Hag 29, 
Mal 3! and several times in the NT, but never with wuxíjs, 
though the exact phrase was known to classical Greek as an 
equivalent for saving one’s own life. “ҮтостоАт, its antithesis, 
which in Jos. B.J. ii. 277 means dissimulation, has this new 
sense stamped on it, after бтостєі№тои. 

The exhortation is renewed іп 121“, but only after a long 
paean on тісті, with historical illustrations, to prove that mistis 
has always meant hope and patience for loyal members of the 
People (11199) Тһе historical résumé (11999), by which the 
writer seeks to kindle the imagination and conscience of his 
readers, is prefaced by a brief introduction (111°) : 


1 Now faith means we are confident of what we hope for, convinced of what 
we do not see. ? Jt was for this that the men of old won their record. ЗІ 
is by faith we understand that the world was fashioned by the word of God, 
and thus the visible was made out of the invisible. 


Calvin rightly protested against any division here, as an in- 
terruption to the thought: ‘“quisquis hic fecit initium capitis 
undecimi, perperam contextum abrupit.” Тһе following argu- 
ment of 11140 flows directly out of 109559; фиомоут) is justified 
and sustained by тісті, and we have now а Aóyos wapaxAyjoews 
on pmpra TOv dia wictews каї мокробурбав KAnpovopotvvTwy Tas 
érayyeAias (6!*). Hitherto the only historical characters who 
have been mentioned have been Abraham, Melchizedek, Moses, 
Aaron, and Joshua; and Abraham alone has been mentioned 
for his тісті; now a long list of heroes and heroines of тістей 
is put forward, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs. But first 
(vv.-3) a general word on faith. "Ести 8€ miotts ктА. (v.1). It 
is needless to put а comma after soris, Z.e., “there is such а 
thing as faith, faith really exists." Еш at the beginning of a 
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sentence does not necessarily carry this meaning; cp. eg. Wis 
71 eipi pev кауо Ovyros, Lk 811 ёсті 06 айту) ту тараВолу (Та 21% 
апа г Jn 517 etc.). "Ест: here is simply the copula, míos being 
the subject, and éXmitogévov ómóoracis the predicate. This turn 
of phrase is common in Philo, who puts ёст: first in descriptions 
or definitions (e.g. Leg. Allegor. 111. 75, ёст: 8 отеуаумбе офобро 
«ai ётітєтарёут Айту: quod deus immut. 19, ёсть 66 єх меу 
airnots дуобФу тарда co) ктА.). Needless difficulties have been 
raised about what follows.  “Үтботао16 is to be understood in the 
sense of 3!t “ ипе assurance certaine? (Ménégoz); “faith is a 
sure confidence of thynges which are hoped for, and a certaynetie 
of thynges which are not seyne” (Tyndale), the opposite of 
бтостоА|. In the parallel clause, mpdypatwy \єүҳоѕ ой РАето- 
руши (which in Attic Greek would have been àv dv т< uù ôpô), 
grammatically трфунатоу might go with éAmtLopévev instead of 
with BAemopévov, for the sake of emphasis (so Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, von Soden, etc.); the sense would be unaffected, 
but the balance of the rhythm would be upset. "ЕХеүуов is used 
in a fresh sense, as the subjective "conviction" (the English 
word has acquired the same double sense as the Greek); as 
Euthymius said, it is an equivalent for трауидтоу àopdrov тАлуро- 
форіа (so syr arm eth). The writer could find no Greek term 
for the idea, and therefore struck out a fresh application for 
ӘДеухов. Ав for Әлтибореуоу . . . ой BXemopévov (б yap BAére т<, 
ti ӘАтібег; єі бё б où БАетомеу ӘАт(Сомеу Ou vropovijs дтекбехбиеба, 
Ro 82+ 25), the unseen realities of which faith is confident аге 
almost entirely in the future as promised by God, though, as the 
sequel shows, rà ой BXemópeva (e.g. vv.?: T- 8. 27) are not precisely 
the same as та éXmiópeva. It cannot be too emphatically 
pointed out that the writer did not mean to say: (a) that faith 
gave substance or reality to unseen hopes, though this is the 
interpretation. of the Greek fathers (Chrysostom, for example, 
argues: ême) та еу ёАтід: дуутдотота elvat Soxel, ў тісті 5тб- 
стасі” афтоі xapilerar’ padov бё ой yxapilerat GAN ойтб естіу 
ovcia афтду). When the writer declares that it is by faith we 
understand that the world was created, he does not mean that 
faith imparts reality to the creation; nor, when he says, e.g., the 
patriarchs lived in the expectation of a celestial Fatherland, 
that they thereby made this more real to themselves. Мо doubt 
this was true in a sense; but the author's point is that just 
because these objects of hope were real, because, ¢.g., God had 
prepared for them a City, therefore they were justified in having 
faith. It is faith as the reflex of eternal realities or rewards 
promised by God which is fundamental in this chapter, the faith 
by which a good man lives. (0) Similarly, faith is not the éXeyxos 
of things unseen in the sense of “ proof,” which could only mean 
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that it tests, or rather attests, their reality. The existence of 
human faith no doubt proves that there is some unseen object 
which calls it out, but the writer wishes to show, not the reality 
of these unseen ends of God—he assumes these—but the fact 
and force of believing in them with absolute confidence. Such 
erroneous interpretations arise out of the notion that the writer 
is giving an abstract definition of тісті, whereas he is describing 
it, in view of what follows, as an active conviction which moves 
and moulds human conduct. Тһе happiest description of it is, 
“seeing Him who is invisible” (у.27); and this idea is applied 
widely ; sometimes it is belief in God as against the world and its 
forces, particularly the forces of human injustice or of death, 
sometimes belief in the spirit as against the senses, sometimes 
again (and this is prominent in 115) belief in the future as 
against the present. 


In the papyri (e.g. in OP. ii. pp. 153, 176, where in the plural it=‘‘ the 
whole body of documents bearing on the ownership of a person's property... 
deposited in the archives, and forming the evidence of ownership”) vmóc- 
тасіЅ means occasionally the entire collection of title-deeds by which а man 
establishes his right to some property (cp. Moulton in Manchester Theological 
Essays, 1. 174; Expositor, Dec. 1903, pp. 438f.); but while this might 
suggest the metaphor, the metaphor means ''confident assurance." Тһе 
original sense of substance or reality, as in the de A/undo, 4 (cvAANBSynv бе rv 
èv дері Qavracuárov Tà меу ёст: кат’ Еифосі? тӛ бе kab’ brdoracw), survives 
in Dante's interpretation (Paradiso, xxiv. 61f.). He quotes the words as a 
definition of faith : 


‘t Fede è sustanzia di cose sperate, 
ed argumento delle non parventi,” 


adding that he understands this to be its ''quidity" or essence. But the 
notion that faith imparts a real existence to its object is read into the text. 
Faith as отботасіѕ is ‘ realization" of the unseen, but ‘‘ realization” only in 
our popular, psychological sense of the term. The legal or logical sense of 
éXeyxos, as proof (in classical Greek and elsewhere, e.g. Jos. BJ. iv. 5. 4, 
fj» б ойт &eyxos ris TOv Karnyopoupévwy, ore текмлрюо») is out of place 
here. Тһе existence of human faith is in one sense a proof that an invisible 
order exists, which can alone explain men acting as they do еу тісте, But 
the writer assumes that, and declares that тісті lives and moves in the 
steady light of the unseen realities. Тһе sense of “ test,” as in Epictetus, 
111. IO. II (6,040° 6 £Xeyxos тод трйушатов, 7 докиасіа той ФАософодртов), 
is as impossible here as that of ‘‘rebuke”; the force of тісті іп 11%% 
rests on its subjective sense as an inner conviction, which forms a motive for 
human life, and this determines the meaning of /тдотавв and ÉAeyxos as 
applied to it in the introductory description. 


This connexion of faith with the future 1s emphasized by 
Philo in de Afigratione Abrahami, 9, commenting on Gn 12! ту 
cot dew. It is дебо, not detxvypt, he points out—eis paptupiay 
тістєоѕ фу émíoTevoev Т} Wyn бей, одк ёк тфу йтотєАєсратоу 
елабекуумеуу TÒ ebxápugrov, АХА? ёк тросбокйав TOV peddOvTwY 

. уошісаса non тарту та мі) тардута бй Tiv TOU утосуо- 
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pevov ВеВобттта тістеу (ср. He 1028], дуаббу réXAeov, d0Xov 
evpytat. Faith thus relies upon God's promise and eagerly ex- 
pects what is to come; indeed it lives for and in the future. 
So our writer uses trios, almost as Paul used éAmis (psycho- 
logically the two being often indistinguishable). Nor is this тісті 
a novelty in our religion (у.2), he adds, еу rar yàp èpapruphðnoav 
(78) ot mpeoBurepor. "Еу = 81d (тайтт<$) as in 49 619 022 1910; $” 
46 ёрарторубт (v.4), рартуиртбеутев 81d тїз пістєшс̧ (v.99). oi 
mpeoButepot (= ої татерес, 11) never bears this exact sense else- 
where in the NT, the nearest! parallel being Mt r5?— Mk 735 
(ту xapáóoscw тоу mperButépwv). Philo (de Abrahamo 46), 
indeed, noting that Abraham the man of faith is the first man 
called zpeofjérepos in scripture (Gn 241), reflects that this is 
significant ; 6 yàp алудєіа трєсЗ0тєроѕ офк еу Ker xpóvov АХА” еу 
еталуетф kai TeAciw Piw Gewpetrat. Aged worldly people can only 
be called longlived children, róv бё фроуусєос каї goias каї rs 
трос Ücóv zia reus ерасбеута Хеуовг тіс йу évdcKws elvat трєс BuTEpor. 
But our author weaves no such fancies round the word, though 
he probably understood the term in an honorific sense (cp. 
Philo, de Sobrietate, 4, трео|Вәтероу . . . тоу yépws каї тус agov 
дуомббе). For épapropf0ncav in this sense of getting a good 
report, cp. B. Latyschev's Juscript. Antiquae Orae Sepient. i. 
2120. éuaprvpyÜx Tovs trip duas xwüsvovs . . . тараЙоХеио6- 
pevos: Syll. 36628 (1 A.D.) dpxwrékrovas мартурубеутав tad Tis 
oeuvorárgs [ovAs], and the instances quoted іп Deissmann’s 
Bible Studies (265). 

Before describing the scriptural record of the mpeoBurepon, 
however, the writer pauses to point out the supreme proof of 
тісті aS mpaypárov є\єүҳоѕ où femogévov. Тһе very world 
within which they showed their faith and within which we are to 
show our faith, was the outcome of what is invisible (v.3), and 
this conviction itself is ап act of faith. П‹(отє: vooüpev (cp. 
Ro 120; “уовіу is in Hellenistic Greek the current word for the 
apprehension of the divine in nature,” A. T. Goodrick on Wis 
134) каттртісда: (of creation, Ps 7316 od катуртісо Мо koi 
сеХДіуту) Tods aidvas (17) фурот: Өєод (the divine fiat here), eis 
(with consecutive infinitive) tò ph ёк фолуореушу тӛ БАвтбиеуоу 
үвүоуеуал (perfect of permanence). Тһе pý goes with $awopévov, 
but is thrown before the preposition as, eg., in Ac 15 où pera 
тоХЛАйе тата muepas (according to a familiar classical con- 
struction, Blass, 8 433. 3)? Faith always answers to revelation, 


! W. Brandt (Jüdische Reinhettslehre und thre Beschreibung in den 
Evangelien, 1910, pp. 2, 3) thinks that this expression might apply to the 
more recent teachers as well as to the ancient authorities. 

2 [n 2 Mac 7% ойк ёё бутш» émovjoev айта 6 Beds (A), the ойк goes with 
the verb. 


II 
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and creation is the first revelation of God to man. Creation by 
the fiat of God was the orthodox doctrine of Judaism, and 
anyone who read the OT would accept it as the one theory 
about the origin of the world (cp. eg. the description of God in 
the Mechilta, 334, оп Ex 14?! etc. as “Не who spoke and the 
world was," олуп mnm) 100, and Apoc. Ваг. 1417: “when of old 
there was no world with its inhabitants, Thou didst devise and 
speak with a word, and forthwith the works of creation stood 
before Thee") Вш the explicitness of this sentence about 
creation out of what is invisible, suggests that the writer had 
other views in mind, which he desired to repudiate. Possibly 
Greek theories like those hinted at in Wis то!" about the world! 
being created ё duopdov vAns, or the statement in the de 
aeternitate mundi, 2, where Philo declares ёк то? pù бутов ойбеу 
yiverat, quoting Empedocles to this effect, though elsewhere Philo 
does agree that the world was made out of nothing, as, e.g., in the 
de Somniis, i. 13 (6 бейе rà таута yevvijoas ov povov eis тоймфау% 
фуауеу ЛАА Kal à mpórepov ойк Tv 2тойусеу, od Syutovpyos põvov 
алла каї ктістіе aùròs wy, cp. also Apoc. Bar. 21*: “O Thou 

. that hast called from the beginning of the world that which 
did not yet exist,” and Slav. En. 24?: “I will tell thee now what 
things I created from the non-existent, and what visible things 
from the invisible”). What the pij $awópeva were, our author 
does not suggest. R. Akiba is said to have applied the words 
of Ps roi? to anyone who rashly speculated on the original 
material of the world. Ош author does not speculate; it is 
very doubtful if he intends (Windisch, M‘Neill) to agree with 
Philo’s idea (in the Ze opificio Mundt, 16, de confus. ling. 34) of the 
dawópevos ойто kócpos being modelled on the dowparos kai 
vontos or archetypal ideas, for the language of 85 is insufficient 
to bear the weight of this inference. 


To take eis тӛ... yeyovévat as final, is a forced construction. Тһе 
phrase does not describe the motive of xarnprla@a:, and if the writer had 
meant, ‘‘so that we might know the seen came from the unseen,"? he would 
have written this, instead of allowing the vital words might know to be 
supplied. 


The roll-call of the mpeoBurepor (vv.5-) opens with Abel and 
Enoch, two men who showed their тісті before the deluge 
(vv.*9). One was murdered, the other, as the story went, never 
died ; and the writer uses both tales to illustrate his point about 
тоют. 


1 LXX of Gn 127 ё уў Gv абратоѕ kal акатаскєйастос. 

2 At an early period rò БАетбивуор was altered into та БАетбиеуа 
(D K L Y 6. 104. 218. 326. 1288. г vg syr arm), to conform with the previous 
plurals BAerouévov and $awonérov. 
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4 7t was by faith (rloret, the rhetorical anaphora repeated throughout the 
section) that Abel offered God a richer sacrifice than Cain did, and thus (0c 
fs, sc. mlorews) won from God the record of being “just, on the score of 
what he gave ; he died, but by his faith he ts speaking to us still, ° lt was 
by faith that Enoch was taken to heaven, so that he never died (5 he was not 
overtaken by death, for God had taken him away"). For before he was taken to 
heaven, his record was that *' he had satisfied бой”; © and apart from faith it 
zs impossible (абйуатор, sc. Éari) ** to satisfy him,” for the man who draws near 
to God must believe that he exists, and that he does reward those who seek him. 


The faith of Abel and of Enoch is not тісті éAm{oudvery, 
which is not introduced till v... In 4 Mac 162 the illustrations 
of steadfast faith are (a) Abraham sacrificing Isaac, (7) Daniel in 
the den of lions, and (г) the three men in the fiery furnace; but 
in 1811 the list of noble sufferers includes (а) Abel, (2) Isaac, 
(с) Joseph in prison, (4) Phinehas, (e) the three men in the fiery 
furnace, and (7) Daniel. Sirach’s eulogy of famous men іп 
Israel (44-50) has a wider sweep : Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Phinehas, Joshua, Caleb, the judges, 
Samuel, David, Solomon, Elijah, Elisha, Hezekiah, Isaiah, Josiah, 
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Job, the twelve prophets, Zerubbabel, Joshua 
the son of Josedek, Nehemiah, and the highpriest Simon (2.6. 
down to the second century в.с.). 

The first illustration (v.5) is much less natural than most of 
those that follow. In the story of Gn 44%, émióev б Geos ёті "АВА 
kai еті rois Swpois avrov. But why God disregarded Cain's sacri- 
ficeand preferred Abel’s, our author does not explain. Josephus 
(Ant. i. 54) thought that an offering of milk and animals was 
more acceptable to God as being natural (rots aùToudrois kai ката 
dvoww yeyovóct) than Cain’s cereal offering, which was wrung out 
of the ground by a covetous man; our author simply argues 
that the тАевішу бус(а of Abel at the very dawn of history was 
prompted by faith. Не does not enter into the nature of this 
тАеіоғо (in sense of Mt 6% or Mk 12% % хура айт) ў птоҳт 
mAciov mávrov В<ВАлкеу) дисаи mapa (as in 1*) Кату, offered at 
the first act of worship recorded in scripture. "What seems to 
be implied is that faith must inspire any worship that is to 
be acceptable to God from anyone who is to be God's 
Sikatos (1039). Josephus held that Abel 8watoovvys етциеДейто, 
the blood of “А ЖА то? dixaiov is noted in Mt 23%, and the 
Genesis-words émidev 6 0є05 are here expanded by our author 
into épaprupyOn eivat Stkatos. Note the practical equivalence of 
Sapa and боса, as already in 5! etc. There is nothing in Прёѕ 
‘EBpaiovs like Philo’s effort (Quaest. in Gen. 4*) to distinguish 
between бора and бус(ас as follows: 6 меу б%оу ётїбимрєї, то pv 
aluo. TG Bua mpoxéov, rà 8ё Kpéa ойкабе кошбшу' 6 дё dwpovpevos 
дАоу éowe тарауөреіу TH Хашбауоутг б меу otv. diXavros Siavopers 
olos 6 Kaiv, б бе uAó0«os бфрттоав olov 6 "Ae. 
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NAetova: of the conjectural emendations, ПІОМА and HAIONA (Cobet, 
Vollgraff), the latter is favoured by Justin's reference in Dial. 29 (evddxnoe 
yap kal els rà &0vy, kai Tas valas 79:0, тар huw i тор бии apBaver ті 
оду Еті pol пєрітои?)ѕ Абуов, vd той 0coU шартуртбёит:;), and is admitted into 
the text by Baljon and Blass (so Maynard іп Æx. 7 vii. 164 f., who infers 
from рартуртбёиті that Justin knew Прде ‘Efpaious, the original text of the 
latter being айтф той Geos). In Demosth. Prooem. 23, ij0tov has been cor- 
rupted into metov. 


In what follows, (а) the original text (һартиробутов ‚.. абто 
тоб 0co0) is preserved in p! Clem. (om. rà 00). (0) аётф then 
became афтоб under the influence of the LXX, and 76 6c was 
inserted after mpoonjveyxe to complete the sense (N° D° K L P 
г vg syr boh arm Orig. Chrys. etc.). Finally, (с) rod eoù became 
assimilated to the preceding тө Oem, and uaprvpobvros . . . avTov 
TO 065 (N* А D* 33. 104. 326. 1311. 1836. eth) became current, 
as though Abel witnessed to God, instead of God witnessing to 
Abel. Thus after mpoojveyxe the Greek originally ran: 8v ñs 
èpapruphðn civar Bikaros, paprupoüvros етгі rots Swpots adre той дєоб. 
Then another application of the LX X was added. Тһе phrase in 
Gn 410 (pov) atparos то? 4б«Афо% cov Boa mpds pe) had already 
suggested to Philo that Abel was in a sense still living (guod det. 
potiori 17514. soleat, 14: 6 "ABed, тб тарабоёбтатоу›, урта! тє Kai 
£j дутірутов меу єк TS тоў афроуо< биауобо$, Ой бё Tiv еу бей боту 
evoaipova’ paptupnoer 06 70 xpnobev Адүшюу, € еу Фф “ ovy?" xpopevos 
kat “ Boov” (Gen 41% ü тетоудеу ӛтб какой cwvüérov ту Холууфе 
ейріскета( тӘ yap 6 pyKér dv dvadéyeo Oar Óvvarós ;). Our author 
takes a similar line here: kat 9v адтіјс (2.6. тістеос) дтобауоу Еті 
Aadet. Even after death, Abel’s cry 15 represented as reaching 
God, so Philo puts it (ibid. 20), 2) меу уар, ws каї трбтєроу ey, 9 б 
reÜvávat бокбу, el уе kai ікетуе àv бео9 kai pov) xpapevos etpioxerat, 
Only, it is not the fact that the cry was one for retribution (12%) 
which is stressed here, not the fact that his blood cried to God 
after he died ; but, as AaAetv is never used of speaking to God, 
what the writer means to suggest (as in 315) is that Abel's 
faith still speaks to us (Аал, not the historic present, but — in the 
record). Not even in 122* does he adopt the idea of a divine 
nemesis for the sufferings of the pious in past generations. Не 
does not represent the blood of martyrs like Abel as crying from 
the ground for personal vengeance; he has nothing of the spirit 
which prompted the weird vision of the wronged souls under the 
altar crying out for retribution (Rev 619). "Er, AaAet means, іп a 
general sense, that he is an eloquent, living witness to all ages 
(so recently Seeberg). Primasius (“qui enim alios suo exemplo 
admonet ut justi sint, quomodo non loquitur?") and Chry- 
sostom (rotro каї rov év onpetov ёст, kai ToU тарда таутшу 
абесбал, GavpdlerPar kat шакар(есба 6 yap таросуфу тос dÀXots 
бікаов «(уал AaAet) put this well. Тһе witness is that т(отіе may 
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have to face the last extreme of death (12%), and that it is not 
abandoned by God; атобағду is never the last word upon a 
Sikatos. Compare Tertullian's argument from Abel, in De Scor- 
piace, 8: “а primordio enim justitia vim patitur. Statim ut coli 
Deus coepit, invidiam religio sortita est: qui Deo placuerat, 
occiditur, et quidem a fratre; quo proclivius impietas alienum 
sanguinem sectaretur, a suo auspicata est. Denique non modo 
justorum, verum etiam et prophetarum." 

The difficulty of XaA€ led to the tame correction AaAecrac in D K L d eth, 
etc. Далета: as passive ( = Méyerat) is nearly as impossible as middle ; to say 
that Abel, even after death, is still spoken of, isa tepid idea. Тһе writer of 
Hebrews meant more than an immortal memory, more even than Epictetus 
when he declared that by dying öre дє кай ws ёдє: one may do even more 
good to men than he did in life, like Socrates (iv. I. 160, kal viv Zwkpárovs 
dT o0avóvros о0беу Йттоу 1) kai тХеіоу WHA LOS естіу аубротов 7 uv)um àv Ere 
fav ётраёєу 1) elmev). 

The тісті 'Evóx (vv.*9) is conveyed in an interpretation 
of the LXX of Gn 5% xai едүрботтову Еуфу то Ged" каї ovx 
nupioKero, бїбтї метебуүкеу avróv 6 Geos. Тһе writer takes the two 
clauses in reverse order. Enoch peteré@y тоб (with infinitive of 
result) pij (бє, Odvatov (Lk 27°) kat (* indeed," introducing the 
quotation) оду цӛріскето (on this Attic augmented form, which 
became rare in the xowy, see Thackeray, 200) бібті peréünkev 
адтбу ô Oeds, mpd yàp (resuming тісте pereréOy) tis ретабесеос 
pepaptupytra (in the scripture record; hence the perfect, which 
here is practically aoristic) єдтрєстткёуох тф 0eo6 (edapeorety in its 
ordinary Hellenistic sense of a servant giving satisfaction to his 
master) For єӧріскєсдох‹ --Ше (be overtaken or surprised by 
death). cp. Epict. 11 5. 5f., ойк olðas бт kai vócos kai Üávaros 
катаДо еу yas Óde(Xovoiv ti vore тоюо%утов; . . . ёрої меу yàp 
Ko ra And Orvat yévovro pndevos dÀAXov émipedovpéevw ў THS mpoatpéa eos 
Tis емде... тота етітуубейоу ÜéXo едребууас: iv. 10. 12, dyabos 
àv атобаут, yevvaiav трабау ézvreXOv. етей yàp бес таутов àmoÜavetv, 
dvdyk ті vore тойо?ута ebpeÜtjvau . . `. ті оду ÜéAes motQv вбребфуоа 
Әтбо ToU Üavaárov; Неге eopeÜnva. (with or without то? Oavárov) 
is a synonym for xataAnPpOva or атобауеіу, as in Ph 39 (eópe00 
еу avro). 

Both Clem. Rom. (9?) and Origen, like Tertullian, appear to have read 
ойх е0ребт адто0 OÓárvaros in Gn 5°; and Blass therefore reads here ойх 
qbplaker(o) айто0 бауатов, especially as it suits his scheme of rhythm. This 
is linguistically possible, as evpicxesOar=be (cp. Fr. se trouver), e.g. in Lk 
175, Ph 25. Meré@nxev was turned into the pluperfect иєтєтбткєу by к” 
D° L 5. 203. 256. 257. 326. 337. 378. 383. 491. 506. 623. 1611; etc. 


Traditions varied upon Enoch (ZB. 1295a), and even Alex- 
andrian Judaism did not always canonize him in this way. (a) 


! In Sifre Deut. 304, the angel of death sought Moses, but found him not 
(куҙ wr). 
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The author of Wis 419, without mentioning his name, quotes 
Gn 5?* as if it meant that God removed Enoch from life early 
(kai Cov petagd драртоАФу мететебі) in order to prevent him from 
sharing the sin of his age (jpmdyn, py kakia АЛЛабу aveo avro, 
9 OóAos &таттоу yvxjv афто); he departed young, but his 
removal was a boon mercifully granted by God to his youthful 
piety. (2) Philo views him in de Abrahamo, 3 (cp. de praem. 
3-4), as a type of uerávou. Quoting Gn 5?* he points out that 
метабевіе means a change for the better, and that ovx yuipioxero 
is therefore appropriate, то тоу ápxatov kai ériAnrrov amaànàiphaı 
Biov kai jdavicbar kal pyréð ecipicxerOat, кабатер el џрлдё тту 
apxnv éyévero. The Greek version of Sir 4419 echoes the same 
tradition ('Evox eiypéotycey Kupiw kai рєтєтєбу, Фтодегуна 
p.eravotas Tats yeveats), viz. that метебукеу implies the effacement 
of Enoch's blameable past, or at any rate that he was enrolled in 
better company. Our author does not share this view. His 
general deduction in v.$ expands the description of тісті in v.l. 
To say that a man has satisfied God is to pronounce the highest 
possible eulogy upon him, says Philo! (de Abrahamo, 6, “тө беф 
evgpéa ra ev* " ov ті yévovr. àv еу TH ioe kpeirrov ; тіс KaAOKayablas 
еуаруестеров éAeyxos;), though he is referring to Noah, not to 
Enoch. Our author explains that to satisfy God necessarily 
implies тісті (у.б) in the sense of 10°. П:стєдсо: yàp Set tov 
mpocepxópevov TH Oc (416 etc.) Ste ёстіу (50 Lfict. 11. 26. 15, 
Оті kal есті kal KaAds Otowet rà GAa) Kal Tots екіцтодоіу айтди 
шабалтоббт16 (cf. v.26 1035) yiveror. As for the first element of 
belief, in the existence of God (ёт: Есті), the early commentators, 
from Chrysostom (бт. бота” où тб ті естеу: cp. Tert. adv. Marc. 
i. 17, “primo enim quaeritur an sit, et ita qualis sit") and Jerome 
(on Is 6177, in Anecdota Maredsolana, ii. 3. 110: “cumque idem 
apostolus Paulus scribit in alio loco, Credere oportet accedentem 
ad Deum quia est, non posuit quis et qualis sit debere cognosci, 
sed tantum quod sit. Scimus enim esse Deum, scimusque quid 
non sit; quid autem et qualis sit, scire non possumus ") onwards, 
emphasize the fact that it is God's existence, not his nature, 
which is the primary element of faith. Philo does declare that 
the two main problems of enquiry are into God's existence and 
into his essence (de Monarch. 1. 4-6), but our author takes the 
more practical, religious line, and he does not suggest how faith in 

! Philo fancifully allegorizes the phrase іп the de mutat. nomin. 4: 
POclperat оў» вікбтов тд yeddes kal Karadverat, бта» Gros ðr ÜNwv 0 vols 
evaperrety mpoéAnrat Üeq* oTáviov 66 kal тд yévos kal uóMs ebpwkópevov, 
ТАЛУ ovK advvaroy yevécOat' Snrot бё тд хртобеу еті тоб Еуоух Aóyiov róOc* 
eUnpéarnce 66 ”Еушу TQ dew kal ody ейривкето" той yap <v> akeyágevós Tis 
ейро:і тӣуаӨду тодто; . . . оду едріскето б єбарустђса ѕтрбтоѕ TQ беш, ws 
йу бйтоу Отарктде меу Gv, 4токруттбиевуов бе kal Tij» els тайтд с/уобо/ Tuoi 
алтод:дріскоу, єтє: kal цєтатєб vat Aéyerat. 
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God’s existence is to be won or kept. When objectors asked 
him why he believed in the existence of the gods, Marcus 
Aurelius used to reply: трӛтоу меу кої oper братой elow’ ётета 
деутов ode THY Vrvyi]v THY épavroU éópako kal Ops тшо" ойтш$ OUV 
kat tous Ücovs, ё Фу THs боуамеше айтФу ёкастотє mewpopat, ёк 
rovrov 9ті те єісі KataAapBavw kai aidotpat (xli. 28). We have 
no such argument against atheism here; only the reminder that 
faith does imply a belief in the existence of God—a reminder 
which would appeal specially to those of the readers who had been 
born outside Judaism. Belief in the existence of God is for our 
author, however, one of the elementary principles of the Chris- 
tian religion (61); the stress here falls on the second element, 
коб... шмабатоббтте yiverat. When the Stoics spoke about 
belief in the divine existence, they generally associated it with 
belief in providence; both Seneca (Ер. xcv. 50, ‘‘primus est 
deorum cultus deos credere . . . scire illos esse qui praesident 
mundo, quia universa уі sua temperant, qui humani generis 
tutelam gerunt interdum curiosi singulorum ") and Epictetus (e.g. 
li. I4. 11, A€yovow ої фїАбтофо: dre pabeiv det prov ToUro, От 
ёст: Ücós Kat троуое( тәу бАшу: Enchir. хххі. 1, tis тері rovs бео15 
єдсє8 0 (aÜw бт, TÒ kvpuóraTov éketvó éorw ÓpÜàs vroAXyyes тері 
афтбу éxew ws бутшу каї біокойутшу Tà GAa калас kal Owaios) are 
contemporary witnesses to this connexion of ideas, which, indeed, 
is as old as Plato (Zeges, 9052, бт: pev yàp Ocol T єїтї кой 
дуӨроӧтоу етцияХобутал). 

Tots ёк тобот одтбу (for which р! P read the simple £yrovaw) 
denotes, not philosophic enquiry, but the practical religious quest, 
as in the OT (eg. Ac 1577, Ro 31). This is not Philo's view, 
e.g., in the Leg. Alleg. 315 «i 6% бұто?аа «ӛріс Өєӧу адо, 
ToÀÀois yàp оёк ефоуеросеу éavróv, АХА ате) THY ттоуёўу аура 
таутбе éaxov' ёёаркє мбуто: mpós метоус(ау àyaÜQv Kat {іХ тб 
£qrév. мбуоу, del yap аі еті rà коХд óppai Kav то? TéAovs drvxóat 
TOUS Хромеуоуе mpoevppaivovew. But ош author has a simpler 
belief; he is sure that the quest of faith is always successful. 
By God's reward he means that the faith of man reaching out to 
God is never left to itself, but met by a real satisfaction ; God 
proves its rewarder. Such faith is a conviction which illustrates 
111, for the being of God is an unseen reality and his full reward 
is at present to be hoped for. 

A still more apt illustration of тісті as (һе éAeyxos тра-уһатшу 
ot BAerop.évov which becomes a motive in human Ше, now occurs 
in (v.") the faith which Noah showed at the deluge when he 
believed, against all appearances to the contrary, that he must 
obey God's order and build an ark, although it is true that in 
this case the unseen was revealed and realized within the lifetime 
of the 8Sixatos. Like Philo, our author passes from Enoch tc 


168 THE EPISTLE ТО THE HEBREWS (ЖІ. 7. 


Noah, although for a different reason. Philo ranks Noah as the 
lover of God and virtue, next to Enoch the typical penitent (Ze 
Abra. 3, 5, elkóros TQ ижтауеуоцкдті Tá rre ката TÒ ё&т$ TOV дєоф:А) 
каї dtAdperov); here both are grouped as examples of тісті. 
Sirach (44175) also passes at once from Enoch to Noah the 8ixatos. 

7 It was by faith (тісте) that Noah, after being told by God (xpnpuario Gels, 
85, sc. mapa то? дє00) of what was still unseen (тӘу илбето BXemouévov, 2.2. 
the deluge), reverently (ebAaBnOels, cp. 57) constructed (karecxevacev, as І Р 


39) an ark to save his household ; thus he condemned the world and became 
heir of the righteousness that follows faith. 


The writer recalls, though he does not quote from, the story 
of Gn 613, pore. goes closely with edAdBybels катєскєйасєу, 
and тєрї т. р. БАвтореушу goes with xpnpariabets (as Jos. Ant. iv. 
102, éxpypatilero mepi àv ёдєто), not with evAaByGeis, which is not 
a synonym for фо/)8у0еі--(һе writer is at pains always to exclude 
fear or dread from faith (cp. уу.28 27). Eis сотурау 15 to be 
taken as = “‘to save alive" (Ac 2720 таса éXris tov cwleoOat 7р, 
279* тодто yap Tpós THS Фиетерав сотуріаѕ vrápxe)). Ar Яс (ze. by 
the faith he thus exhibited; as both of the following clauses 
depend on this, it cannot refer to the ark, which would suit only 
the first) катекріге tov кбароғ, where kxarékpiwev corresponds to 
what is probably the meaning of Wis 419 xaraxpwet òè O(katos 
kapav tovs Cavras doeBets, though кароу (--баушу) is not the 
point of Hebrews, which regards Noah's action as shaming the 
world, throwing its dark scepticism into relief against his own 
shining faith in God (Josephus, in 4л. i. 75, puts it less 
pointedly: 6 2 Geds roUrov меу THs бікоюовдуу5 Tyyám 0€, катебікабе 
Ò éxeivovs); kóopos here (as in v.?5) means sinful humanity, 
almost in the sense so common in the Johannine vocabulary, 
the kóspos асєВоу of 2 P 29. Philo (de congressu erudit. 17) 
notes that Noah was the first man in the OT to be specially 
called (Gn 69) біксиов; but our author, who has already called 
Abel and Noah karos, does not use this fact; he contents 
himself with saying that rs xarà тісті Sucavocvvyns éyévero к\т|рб- 
уоров, 7.6. he became entitled to, came into possession of, the 
dtxacoovvn which is the outcome or property (ката ктА., as in 
Hellenistic Greek, cp. Eph 115 а periphrasis for the possessive 
genitive) of such faith as he showed.  Awatoo?vy here 15 the 
state of опе who is God's dikatos (ó бікаюов pov, 10?9). А vivid 
description of Noah's faith is given in Mark Rutherford’s novel, 
The Deliverance, pp. 162, 163. 


The faith of Abraham, as might be expected, receives more 
attention than that of any other (ср. Ас 7%). It is described in 
three phases (9 9-10. 17-19) ; the faith of his wife Sara is attached to 
his (1142) and a general statement about his immediate descend- 
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ants is interpolated (13-16) before the writer passes from the second 
to the third phase. As in Sirach and Philo, Abraham follows 
Noah. “Теп generations were there from Noah to Abraham, 
to show how great was His longsuffering ; for all the generations 
were provoking Him, till Abraham our father came and received 
the reward of them all" (Pirke Aboth 53). 


8 Jt was by faith that Abraham obeyed his call to go forth to a place 
which he would receive as an inheritance ; he went forth, although he did not 
know where he was to go. 9 ГП was бу faith that he ** sojourned" in the 
promised land, as in a foreign country, residing іп tents, as did Isaac and 
Jacob, who were co-heirs with him of the same promise ; 19 he was waiting for 
the City with its fixed foundations, whose builder and maker is God. 


The first phase (v.8) is the call to leave Mesopotamia and 
travel West, which is described in Gn 1215. Тһе writer does not 
dwell, like Philo (Ze Abrahamo, 14), on the wrench of tearing 
oneself from one's home. Вш, as Philo says that Abraham 
started ана то кєАєусӨпусі, our author begins with kadodpevos. 
When the call came, he obeyed it—úmhkouoev é£eA0eiv (epexegetic 
infinitive), а reminiscence of Gn 1214 кай ейтеу кїро$ TO 
"ABpap, " E£eXA0e . . . кай ёторє?бт "А рд кабатер éAáXqaev avrà 
кірюв. Не went out from Mesopotamia, pij émotdpevos mod 
épxerat, his faith being tested by this uncertainty. So Philo (de 
Migr. Abra. 9) notes the point of the future dew in Gn 121; 
it is eis uaprvpíay mía eos Hy ётістєосєу 7) yux беш. 

The insertion of 6 before xaXovpevos (А D 33. 256. 467. 1739. 2127 sah 
Loh arm Thdt.) turns the phrase into an allusion to Abraham’s change of 
name in Gn 175, which is irrelevant to his earlier call to leave the far East. 

The second phase (vv.9.!19) is the trial of patience. Не did 
not lose heart or hope, even when he did reach the country 
appointed to him, although he had to wander up and down it as 
a mere foreigner, eis (=év, Mk 1316, Ac 89)... dddozpiay. 
He found the land he had been promised still in the hands of 
aliens, and yet he lived there, lived as an alien in his own 
country! Парвктоеу is the opposite of катектоєу (as in Gn 371), 
and with a fine touch of paradox the writer therefore goes on to 
describe Abraham as èv окчуо1< karowjcas, contented patiently 
to lead a wandering, unsettled life. Such was all the * residence ” 
he ever had! What sustained him was his moris (v.19), his eager 
outlook for the City, fs texvitns kai Snproupyds б 0cós. Compare 
the scholion on Lucian's /ov. Trag. 38: dv 61) бебу kai dnucovpyov 
ó etoeBys ávevpqgküs Хоушюцибе ёфороу kai rexviryv TOD Tavrós 
Tpoevrpémuwev. Texvirys 15 not а LXX term, and only began to 
be used of God in Alexandrian Judaism (e.g. in Wis 131). This 
is the one place in the NT where it is applied to God; after- 
wards (e.g. Did. 125; Diognetus, 72) it became more common. 
Anpuoupyds is equally unique as a NT term for God, but it occurs 
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in 2 Мас 41, and was used in classical literature frequently for а 
subordinate deity (cp. Schermann, Zexte и. Untersuchungen, 
xxxiv. 20. 23). In Apoc. Esdrae (ed. Tisch. 32) the phrase 
occurs, 6 máons THS KTicews бі, шооруд5. Our author simply writes 
теууіттіе kai Syproupyds as a rhetorical expression for maker or 
creator (82), without differentiating the one term from the other, 
as “designer” and “constructor” (cp. Philo, guis rer. div. 27, 
б rexvérgs . . . Йуіка Tov кбороу 2бушмобрув: de mut. nom. 4, 
ебике rà таута б уеуу/сав kai тєҳуітє0саЅ таттр, oae TO “yO «іш 
Beds ròs” {соу есті тө “ yw «ірі mots kai Ônpiovpyós ”). 

In % the writer adds a new touch (as if to suggest that 
Abraham propagated his тст) in perà “loadk kat "laxo ! —who 
shared the same outlook—tév счүкХтроудроу (а кошт, though 
not a LXX, term for co-heir) tis érayyeMas tis айтп. Their 
individual faith is noted later (уу.20 21). Іп sketching his fine 
mystical interpretation of Abraham's hope, the author ignores 
the fact that Jacob, according to Gn 3217 (етой)ову аўто еке 
oixias), did erect a permanent settlement for himself at Sukkoth. 
His immediate interest is not in Isaac and Jacob but in 
Abraham, and in the contrast of the tent-life with the stable, 
settled existence in a city—the idea which recurs in 127? 1314, 
It is a Philonic thought in germ, for Philo (Leg. Adleg. 3?) 
declares that the land promised by God to Abraham is а тдХи6 
áyaÓ7 kai тоМ№) kal офдбра ейбаймоу, typifying the higher con- 
templation of divine truth in which alone the soul is at home, or 
that the soul lives for a while in the body as in a foreign land 
(de Somnits, 151), till God in pity conducts it safe to ратрбтоћ:ѕ ОТ 
immortality. The historical Abraham never dreamed of a mós, 
but our author imaginatively allegorizes the promised land once 
more (ср. 43), this time as (12%) a celestial zóA«s or Jerusalem, 
like Paul and the apocalyptists. According to later tradition 
in Judaism, the celestial Jerusalem was shown in a vision to 
Abraham at the scene of Gn r59?! (Apoc. Bar. 45), or to Jacob at 
Bethel (Beresh. rabba on Gn 28!7) °Еёєдеҳєто yàp—and this 
showed the steady patience( 1099) and inward expectation (111) of 
his faith—Tijv то) бенеЛіоив (ross, because it was such foundations 
that the tents lacked) £yoveav wéktv. Мо doubt there was some- 
thing promised by God which Abraham expected and did get, in 
this life; the writer admits that (61915), But, in a deeper sense, 
Abraham had yearnings for a higher, spiritual bliss, for heaven 
as his true home. Тһе fulfilment of the promise about his 
family was not everything; indeed, his real faith was in an 
unseen future order of being (r1!) However, the realization of 
the one promise about Isaac (618-15) suggests a passing word 
upon the faith of Sara (vv.1!- 12), 


1 According to Jubilees 1916 Abraham lived to see Jacob’s manhood. 
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П 7? was by faith that even (kal) Sara got strength to conceive, bearing а 
son when she was past the age for it—because she considered she could rely on 
Him who gave the promise. V? Thus a single man, though (коі табта) he was 
physically impotent, had issue in number *' like the stars in heaven, countless 
as the sand on the seashore.” 


This is the first instance of a woman’s faith recorded, and she 
is a married woman. Раш (Ro 4195) ignores any faith on her 
part. Philo again praises Sarah, but not for her faith; it is her 
loyalty and affection for her husband which he singles out for 
commendation, particularly her magnanimity in the incident of 
Gn 162 (de Abrahamo, 42-44). Our author declares that even 
in spite of her physical condition (кої adr} Záppa), she believed 
God when he promised her a child. The allusion is to the tale 
of Gn 1715-217, which the readers are assumed to know, with its 
stress on the renewal of sexual functions in a woman of her age. 
This is the point of xai airy, not “ mere woman that she was ” 
(Chrysostom, Oec., Bengel), nor “in spite of her incredulity ” 
(Bleek), nor “Sara likewise,” że. as well as Abraham (Delitzsch, 
Hofmann, von Soden, Vaughan), owing to her close connexion 
with Abraham (Westcott, Seeberg), though the notion of “ like- 
wise” is not excluded from the author’s meaning, since the 
husband also was an old man. A gloss (eretpa, ў отєіра, 1) 
стєіра ovaa) was soon inserted by D* P, nearly all the versions, 
and Origen. This is superfluous, however, and probably arose 
from dittography (ZAPPAXTEIPA). The general idea is plain, 
though there is a difficulty in буору Әофеу (Ze. from God) 
cis котафоХфу oméppatos=eis то KataBahAcobar стёрра, 1.6. for 
Abraham the male to do the work of generation upon her. This 
is how the text was understood in the versions, e.g. the Latin (“in 
conceptionem seminis"). Probably it was what the writer meant, 
though the expression is rather awkward, for xara9oAi] стерџатоѕ 
means the act of the male; «іс ?тодоҳіју овтериато< would have 
been the correct words. This has been overcome (a) by omit- 
ting kai айт) Хйрра as а gloss, or (0) by reading айт Харра. 
(a) certainly clears up the verse, leaving Abraham as the subject 
of both verses (so Field in Notes on Transl. of NT, p. 232, and 
Windisch); (0) is read by Michaelis, Storr, Rendall, Hort, and 
Riggenbach, the latter interpreting it not as “ dativus commodi," 
but = “ аіопе with.” If the ordinary text is retained, the idea 
suggested іп каї avr; Харра is made explicit in mapà карду 
HAcktas. What rendered such faith hard for her was her physical 
condition. Philo (Ze Adrah. 22) applies this to both parents 
(98) yàp trepyAtkes уеуоудтес Sta paxpov ypas атеууосау толдд$ 
оторду), and a woman in the period of life described in Gn 1811-12 
is called by Josephus удуаюу tiv HAckiav 10 троВеВАлкбв (Ant. 
vii. 8. 4). 
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Eis тд rexvdoat (D* P 69. 436. 462. 1245. 1288. 2005 syr!) after Naper 
is а harmless gloss. Тһе addition of Етекеу (к K L P lat arm) after 7 «las 
was made when the force of kal (=even) before тард xatpdv was missed. 


[l.oróy hyjoato тӛу emayyetAdpevov (1073) is an assertion which 
shows that the author ignores her sceptical laughter in Gn 1812; 
he does not hesitate (cp. v.7) to deal freely with the ancient 
story in order to make his point, and indeed ignores the equally 
sceptical attitude of Abraham himself (Gn 1717). То бе morós 
in this connexion is to be true to one's word, as Cicero observes 
in the de Officiis (1. 7: fundamentum autem justitiae fides, id 
est dictorum conventorumque constantia et veritas"). Тһе 
promise was fulfilled in this life, so that Sara's faith resembles 
that of Noah (у.). The fulfilment is described in v.!?, where, 
after 85 кої аф évós (ле. Abraham),! ёуєуидтсау (pl? N L Y 
1739, etc.) is read by some authorities for éyevjycav (AD КР 
etc.), though the latter suits the ато іп аф” évós rather better. 
In either case something like réxva must be understood. “Аф 
évós iS resumed in каї тобта (a 2.4 in 1 Co 6? for the less 
common каў тодто) vevekpopgévou (in the sense of Ro 479). 
Gen. r. on Gn 25! applies Job 147? to Abraham, but the plain 
sense is given in Augustine's comment ( Civit. Dei, xvi. 28): “sicut 
alunt, qui scripserunt interpretationes nominum Hebraeorum, 
quae his sacris literis continentur, Sara interpretatur princeps mea, 
Sarra autem uirtus. Unde scriptum est in epistula ad Hebraeos: 
Fide et ipsa Sarra uirtutem accepit ad emissionem seminis. 
Ambo enim seniores erant, sicut scriptura testatur; sed illa 
etiam sterilis et cruore menstruo iam destituta, propter quod 
iam parere non posset, etiam si sterilis non fuisset. Porro si 
femina sit prouectioris aetatis, ut ei solita mulierum adhuc 
fluant, de iuuene parere potest, de seniore non potest; quamuis 
adhuc possit ille senior, sed de adulescentula gignere, sicut 
Abraham post mortem Sarrae de Cettura potuit [Gn 25!], quia 
uiuidam eius inuenit aetatem. Нос ergo est, quod mirum 
commendat apostolus, et ad hoc dicit Abrahae iam fuisse corpus 
emortuum, quoniam non ex omni femina, cui adhuc esset 
aliquod pariendi tempus extremum, generare ipse in illa aetate 
adhuc posset This elucidates He 111} 1%, In what follows, 
the author is quoting from the divine promise in Gn 22", a 
passage much used in later Jewish literature,? though this is the 
only full allusion to it in the NT (cf. Ro 9%). 

Before passing to the third phase of Abraham’s faith, the 
writer adds (уу.1816) д general reflection on the faith of the 
patriarchs, an application of vv.? 19, There were promises which 

115 51? éuBréware els АВрадш тд» татёра Djov . . . Ore els Fv. 

2 The comparison of a vast number to stars and sands is common in Greek 
and Latin literature ; cp. e.g. Pindar’s Olymp. 2%, and Catullus, 61206, 
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could not be fulfilled in the present life, and this aspect of faith 
15 now presented. 

13 (These all died in faith without obtaining the promises ; they only 
saw them far away and hailed them, owning they were ''strangers апа 
exiles? upon earth. © Now people who speak in this way plainly show they 
are іп search of a fatherland. 15 If they thought of the land they have left 
behind, they would have time to go back, 16 but they really aspire to the better 
land in heaven. That is why God ts not ashamed to be called their God ; he 
has prepared a City for them.) 

Otot тбутес (those first mentioned іп 912 particularly the 
three patriarchs) died as well as lived xarà тістіу, which is 
substituted here for тісте. either as a literary variety of ex- 
pression, or in order to suggest тісті as the sphere and standard 
of their characters. The writer argues that the patriarchs 
already possessed a ziotts in eternal life beyond the grave; 
their very language proves that. Mt koptodpevor explains the 
тісті in which they died; this is the force of д. All they had 
was a far-off vision of what had been promised them, but a 
vision which produced in them a glad belief—iBóvres kai donacd- 
yevot, the latter ptc. meaning that they hailed the prospect with 
delight, sure that it was no mirage. ‘The verb here is less meta- 
phorical than, e.g., in Musonius (ed. Hense), vi. : тфу 8ё Cony ws 
Tov 4уаббу péyictov астаббиғбо, or Philo (ayamnoov ойу áperàs kai 
астасоы уох TH c«avrob, quis rer. div. heres, 8). Two interesting 
classical parallels may be cited, from Euripides (Zox, 585-587: 


3 э < > Га ^ , 
ov TavTov eidos Paiverat TOV траумдтоу 
mpocwlev vrav Еуу/беу 6” dpwpevur. 

2 X “ ` ` `~ 3 2 
ёуф òè THY меу cvupopàr dordágopat) 


and Vergil (Aen. 35% “Italiam laeto socii clamore salutant ”). 
Chrysostom prettily but needlessly urges that the whole metaphor 
is nautical (тор тАвдутоу xai торробеу ópóvrov Tas mÓAew Tas 
тобоудеуас, as тріу ў «іс«Афву eis abràs тї просрісє: Aa[Dóvres 
avras olketotvra). 

Кошойџєро: (р! к* P W 33, etc.) is more likely to be original than a con- 
formation to 10?9 11% ; the sense is unaffected if we read the more common 
AaBórres (к DK LW 6. 104. 1739, Orig.). The reading of A arm (mpocóe£á- 
һеуо) makes no sense. 

Kai ópoAoyrjcavres, for to reside abroad carried with it a 
certain stigma, according to ancient opinion (ср. ер. Еу. 
Aristeae, 249, kaAóv еу діа каї Env kai reXevrdv. 7 06 Ееуіа rois 
piv тетт катафрдутсі Фруабетай, rots 66 тАоув1046 буеібос, Ós 
dia как(ау ектеттекбочу: Sir 207228 etc.). The admission, ёт 
Éévot каї таретібтрой вісіу еті үйе, is a generalization from the 
Oriental deprecation of Jacob in Gn 47? (ейтеу ТакоВ rà apad, 
ai Тмбрав Tov érov т) ботс pov Gs mapoikô krÀ.), and the similar 
confession of Abraham in Gn 23* to the sons of Heth, zápoixos 
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каї таретібтмов eyo epu ре bpv. Тһе еті yas is a homiletic 
touch, as in Ps 119! (тароккб5 «шеу т) yn). Іп both cases this 
ópoXoyía тс ёАтідос (1073) 15 made before outsiders, and the 
words еті rns утс start the inference (vv.14-16) that the true home 
of these confessors was in heaven. Such a mystical significance 
of évor kai mapemioqpgou which had already been voiced in the 
psalter, is richly and romantically developed by Philo, but it never 
became prominent in primitive Christianity. Paul's nearest 
approach to it is worded differently (Phil 3%, where то moírevpa 
corresponds to татр here). In Eph 21219 indeed, Christians are 
no longer беуов kai тарогког, for these terms are applied literally 
to pagans out of connexion with the chosen People of God. Тһе 
only parallel to the thought of Hebrews is in 1 P, where Christians 
are mapemiðyuor (11) and таро{ко каї таретабүиов (24), Тһе term 
уо: is used here as a synonym for тарокков, which (cp. Eph 217 19) 
would be specially intelligible to Gentile Christians. Пареті- 
дүров Only occurs in the LXX in Gn 235 Ps 309; in the 
Egyptian papyri тарєт:дуиодутєс (consistentes) denotes foreigners 
who settled and acquired a domicile in townships or cities like 
Alexandria (GCP. i. 40, 5 5; ср. A. Peyron's Papyri graeci R. 
Taur. Musei Aegyptii, 813 тӛу таретібумобутоу kai [ ка јто:кобутоу 
é[v] [7]asvrads] £évov), and for ёо = peregrini, ЕР. Arist. 100 f. 
The use of such metaphorical terms became fairly common in 
the moral vocabulary of the age, quite apart from the OT, e.g. 
Marcus Aurelius, 11. 17 (6 62 Bids тбАєдо< каї £évov EN A 
similar symbolism recurs in the argument of Epictetus (ii. 23, 36 f.) 
against the prevalent idea that logic, style, and eloquence are the 
end of philosophy: otov el ris атфи eis THY татріба THY éavTo) 
kai біобейоу таубоквоу каХбу аресаутов айтф ToU TavOoke(ov ката- 
j.évot èv TO таубоквію. дуброте, ётєХабдох aov THs vpoÜéaeos* ovk eis 
тодто QOeves, GAAG 0:0. rovrov . . . TO дё трокев(меуоу éketvo* eis тту 
matpioa émaveAÓev. Іп a more specifically religious sense, it is 
expressed in the saying of Anaxagoras quoted by Diogenes 
Laertius (11. 3. 7, mpos Tov вітбута, “ ойбеу aot péet THS татр{до$,” 
“ейфіре” ёф, “enor yap каї opddpa perc тїз татрібо5,” дєіёаѕ 
Tov ovpavov). According to Philo, the confession that they were 
strangers and pilgrims meant that the soul in this world longed 
to return to its pre-existent state in the eternal order, and could 
never feel at home among things material. So, e.g., de confus. 
ling. 17, бчй тобто of ката Muvonv софой vávres ela d:yovrac “ apot- 
kobvres" at yap rovrov Wuyai aréAXovra, меу ümowíav о%бетоте THY 
66 otpavot, «іббаса бё evexa ToU duXoÜedpovos Kai PtrAopalorts 
eis Tiv тергуаоу pict arodney . . . етауеруоута( ёкєїтє пали, 
ббеу óppojÜqcav тб трбтоу, татр/ба меу тбу obpáviov xGpov еу Фф 
moAvrevovrat, ёбии 8 Tov тергуеюу еу ш тарфкусау уошіСоусол krA. 
In Cherub. 33, 34, commenting on тароо: in Lv 2573, he argues 
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that this is the real position of all wise souls towards God, since 
each of us is a stranger and sojourner in the foreign city of the 
world where God has for a time placed us till we return to Him. 

The metaphor had been applied, in a derogatory sense, by Sallust to the 
lazy and sensual men who never know what real life means, but who pass 
through it heedlessly: “ тапу human beings, given over to sensuality and 


sloth (* ventri atque somno °), uneducated, and uncultured, have gone through 
life like travellers” (** vitam sicuti peregrinantes transiere," Са 2. 2). 


Such a confession proves (v.1*) that the men in question are 
not satisfied with the present outward order of things; ép$ovi- 
{оосчи (Esth 22? каї aùr) évebávioev à Вас: та тїз émiBovAzs : 
Ac 2315, 0615. (iii A.D.) 429, Syl. 226% түу тє mapovotay épdavc 
cavrov ToU Bact\ews), they thus avow or affirm, бт. татріба 
ёт. тобо: (Valckenaer's conjecture, ете rotat, Is ingenious but 
needless, ср. 13/4). For mrárgis in a mystical sense, compare Philo, 
de Agric. 14, commenting on Gn 47%): то yap бут: таса улуп 
софоо татріба меу ойраубу, $évqv бё уђу &Лаҳє, kai vopiler Tov 
uiv софѓаѕ ойкоу {д10у, róv 6% офиатов óÜvetov, à Kal таретабумеіу 
overat. Неге it is “heaven, the hearts true home.” Тһе 
creditable feature in this kind of life was that these men had 
deliberately chosen it. Най they liked, they might have taken 
another and a less exacting line (v.15). Ei реу (as in 84) épyn- 
póvevov (referring to the continuous past) кті. The pvypovevovory 
of N* D* was due to the influence of the preceding presents, 
just as ёиупибуєосау (33. 104. 216 Cosm.) to the influence of 
é£éByoav, which in turn was smoothed out into the usual NT 
term é£3A8ov (к DK LW 436. 919. 1288. 1739). Mvypóvevew 
here has the sense of “giving a thought to,” as in Jos. Azz. vi. 
37, ovre трофӯѕ éuvupóvevaev ov črvov, and below in v.7, Time 
(as Ac 2425), as elsewhere in Hebrews, rather than opportunity 
(т Мас 15% wets 62 Karpov éxovres. àvrexój.eÜo. THs KAypovopias 
nav каї Tay татероу uav), 15 the idea of etyov &v katpov, katpós 
taking an infinitive dvaxdppat (so Codex A in Jg 1129 xai. dvexa- 
pev тр0< Tov татёра айт, for the дтќстрєјєу of В), as in Eurip. 
Rhesus, то (колрд< yàp акофооч). 

Philo remarks of Abraham: tls д” ойк йу цетатратбиеуов таЛиу/брбилсеу 


olkaóe, Bpaxéa меу фроутісаѕ ту peddovoewy ё\№тідору, THY дё wapotcay йторіах 
отейбшу екфгуеіу (de Abrahamo, 18). 


* Sometimes he wished his aims had been 
To gather gain like other men ; 
Then thanked his God he'd traced his track 
Too far for wish to drag him back." 
(THoMAs Harpy, The Two Men.) 


On the contrary (v.16), so far from that, they held on, the writer 


1 Ср. Zest. Job xxxiii. (ойто kaya туүпсбӧрти rà épà, бут ойбеуов mpds 
ékelvqv rhv móNw тері hs ХӨЛААткеу шо б &*ryeXos). 
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adds ; viv бе (logical, as in 8°, not temporal) крвіттоғов брёүоутал, 
roür естір émoupaviou (so God is described іп 2 Mac 339 as бту 
katotxiay émoupaviov čywv). Ard ойк étaoxdverar (compare 211) 
адтоде ó Oeds “Oeds” emxadetoOar (epexegetic infinitive) “ айтоФь,” 
referring to Ex 39, Eyo «шш... беде ’ABpaap kai беб< Ісайк кой 
беб< Таков, which the writer! interprets (cp. Mk 1226.27) as an 
assurance of immortality. Their hope of a татріс or heavenly 
home was no illusion; it was because God had such a тб\ч< 
(v.10) all ready for them that he could call himself their God. 
He might have been ashamed to call himself such, had he not 
made this provision for their needs and prepared this reward for 
their faith (Йтойиасеу, cp. Mt 23). 

The third phase of the faith of Abraham (уу.17-19) is now 
chronicled, followed by three instances of faith at the end of 
Ше, in Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph (vv.?9-22), 


17) was by faith (тісте), “ when Abraham was put to the test, that he 
sacrificed Isaac” ; he was ready to sacrifice ** his only son,” although he had 
received the promises, \8 апа had been told (трд б>, as 5°) that (drt recitative) 
27 zs through Isaac (not Ishmael) that your offspring shall be reckoned " — 
19 for he considered God was able even to raise men from the dead. Hence 
(80cv, causal) Ae а?а get him back, by what was a parable of the resurrection. 
20 /) was by faith that Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau in connection with the 
future. ? ГП was by faith that, when Jacob was dying (дтобулокшу), he 
blessed each of the sons of Joseph, ‘‘bending in prayer over the head of his 
staff.” 7? [1 was by faith that Joseph at his end (тӨХеутӘду only here) thought 
about the exodus of the sons of Israel, and gave orders about his own bones. 


The supreme test of Abraham's тісті is found in the story 
of Gn 22118, which Jewish tradition always reckoned as the last 
and sorest of his ten trials (Pirke Aboth 54). It is cited in 
4 Mac 1618-20 as a classical example of tropovy (дфе(Аєтє таута 
тоуоу Фторує биі Tov Üeóv, дг бу каї 6 татр yoy А{Зради 
естеубеу Tov ефуотатора vióv opayidoat сабк krÀ.). In у.1 the 
perfect tense тровеутуохеу may mean “‘the ideally accomplished 
sacrifice, as permanently recorded in scripture” (Moulton, so 
Diat. 2751); but it 1s more likely to be aoristic (cp. Simcox, 
Lang. of NT., pp. 104, 126). Пераббреуов echoes Gn 22! (6 
0cós етейрабеу tov `АВраар). Kai (epexegetic) тӛу povoyerq (а 
Lucan use of the term in the NT)? тросефереу (conative imper- 
fect of interrupted action, like éxaAovv in Lk 159) 6 ras émayye- 
Alas дуабеЕбреуов, 2.6. the promises of a son, of a numerous line 
of descendants (v.!?), and of a blessing thus coming to all nations. 

! Origen (Joh. ii. 17): weyddn yap Swped rots warpidpyats тд Tov беду ávrl 
dvéuatos mpocáyat Thy éxelvwy биоџасіах TH >Oeds< ldlg а?то? mpoonyopia. 

2The LXX of Gn 22? reads тд» йуатттб», but perhaps the writer of IIpds 
"ЕВраќооѕ read a text like that underlying Aquila (тду uorvovyevz), Josephus 
(тди uovowyevi, Ant. 1. 3. 1), and Symmachus (тди uóvov). Моуоуеуйз and 
d-yamnrdés, as applied to a son, tended to shade into one another. Philo reads 
ауалтёѕ kal uóvos (quod deus immut. 4, etc.). 


ХІ. 18, 19.) ABRAHAM AND ISAAC 177 


This is made explicit in у.!8, with its quotation from Gn 2112. 
For dvadéyowor in the sense of "secure," see the line from 
Sophocles’ * Ichneutae," in Oxyrh. Papyri, vil. 25 (бу PoiBos уру 
etre k| a ]veóé£aro). 

In у.19 Xoyceápevos (as Ro 818 etc.) explains why he had the 
courage to sacrifice Isaac, although the action seemed certain to 
wreck the fulfilment of what God had promised him. He held 
бт. kal ёк vexp@v éyeipew (weakened into éyetpar by А P, etc.) 
Surarós (Dan 317 05 ёст: Óvvarós eFeA€o Oar yas ктА., and Ro 42) 
sc. тту 6 Beds. Abraham, says Philo (de Abrahamo, 22), тарта 
noe. беб боуата себду È еті o mrapyavov rovri TÒ doypa трода.Өо®еа. 
Later (32) he speaks of this sacrifice as the most outstanding 
action іп Abraham’s life—éAtyou yap dé фауо: таса Осо! 
Geodircts urepBaAAa. It was “а complicated and brilliant act of 
faith” (A. B. Davidson), for God seemed to contradict God, 
and the command ran counter to the highest human affection 
(Wis тоб codia. . . еті текуоу ordayyxvos ісҳурду еф0ХДабеу). As 
Chrysostom put it, this was the special trial, та yàp то? Oeod 
éddxet Tots ToU Oeod раҳєсдол, каї mia Tis ёпбҳєто тістей, Kal трбо- 
таура éerayyeAta. Hence (00er, in return for this superb faith) 
ёкорісато, he did recover him (xopilec@at, as in Gn 38% etc., of 
getting back what belongs to you),! in a way that prefigured the 
resurrection (крейттоуос dvacrdcews, v.35). Such is the meaning 
of еу тарафоАЯ (ср. 9°). Isaac's restoration was to Abraham a 
sort? of resurrection (у. “quaedam resurrectionis fuit species, 
quod subito liberatus fuit ex media morte,” Calvin). "Ev rapa- 
Вол) has been taken sometimes in two other ways. (а) = mrapa- 
BoXàs, £e. beyond all expectation, almost тараб0%ое, тар 
éA7rida(s), or in a desperate peril, as Polybius says of Hannibal 
(i. 23. 7, ау«Атісто кой mapa[JóAos abrós еу TH скафу Ovyc). 
This is at any rate less far-fetched than —(^) “whence he had 
originally got him, figuratively-speaking," as if the allusion was 
to уеуекрореуоу (in у.12)! Against (a) is the fact that zapa/2oXx 
never occurs in this sense. 


Augustine's comment is (Czvzz. Dez, xvi. 32): “поп haesitauit, quod sibi 
reddi poterat immolatus, qui dari potuit non speratus. Sic intellectum est 
etin epistula ad Hebraeos, et sic expositum [He 111719), . . cuius simili- 
tudinem, nisi illius unde dicit apostolus: Qui proprio filio non pepercit, sed 
pro nobis omnibus tradidit eum?” Не makes Isaac carrying the wood a type 
of Christ carrying his cross, and the ram caught in the thicket typical of 
Christ crowned with thorns. According to the later Jewish tradition (Zzrge 
R. Elzezer, 31), Isaac's soul, which had left his body as his father's sword 





1 Josephus (.4м4. 1. 13. 4) describes the father and son as тар éXmíóas 
éavrovs kekopicpuévot. Philo (de Josepho, 35, тд коштат@аа тду dóeAóv) has 
the same usage. 

? Aelian (Var, Hist. iii. 33) speaks of Satyrus the flautist, rpómov туй 
Thy Téxv9v ékQavA wv mapafoAy тр трд Ф:Хософіар. 

I2 
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was falling, returned at the words, ** Lay not thy hand on the lad"; thus 
Abraham and Isaac ‘‘ learned that God would raise the dead." 

The next three instances are of mions as vóoracts ӨАтчбомеушу, 
the hope being one to be realized in the destiny of the race 
(vy. 20-22), 

The solitary instance of тісті in Isaac (у.20) is that men- 
tioned in Gn 2728. 29. 39. 40 4 faith which (111) anticipated a future 
for his two sons.  EóAóyqcev, of one man blessing another, as in 
71 In koi тері peAAóvrov (sc. трауматоу), where uéAXew refers 
to a future in this world, the «ac simply! emphasizes тері м«А- 
Aóvrov «ӘАбүцоеу, and the whole phrase goes with ejAóygaev, 
not with тота. Тһе very fact that he blessed his two sons 
proved that he believed the divine promises to them would be 
realized in the future. Тһе next two instances of faith are taken 
from death-beds ; it is faith, not in personal immortality, but in 
the continuance of the chosen race. In v.?! the writer quotes 
from Gn 47?! «ai mposekúvyoev lopajA еті то акроу THs paBdou 
афто9, where (һе LXX by mistake has read nwen (staff) instead 
of пзп (bed), and the incident is loosely transferred to the later 


situation (Gn 48%), when Jacob blessed the two sons of Joseph. 
Supporting himself on? his staff, he bowed reverently before 
God, as he blessed the lads. (In the Ep. Barnabas 1346, the 
writer interprets Jacob's preference for the younger son as a 
proof that Christians, not Jews, were the real heirs of God's 
blessing!) In у.22 the argument draws upon Gn 50?*?5 (Ex 
1319, Jos 24??, where Joseph makes the Israelites swear to 
remove his remains from Egypt to the promised land, so con- 
fident was he that God's promise to the people would one day 
be fulfilled. те\єотёу (Gn 5026 kai éreAeUrgoev осуф) тері тў 
ёёббоо (only here in this sense in NT) tév viðv "lopos]A épvnpóvevoe 
(called to mind, as у.15) кої тері тәу дотеоу (uncontracted form 
as in LXX and Mt 2327, Lk 249; ср. Cronert, Mem. Graeca 
Hercul. 166%) абтоб еуетедоло. | Joseph's faith also was shown in 
nis conviction of the future promised by God to Israel, but it 
found a practical expression in the instructions about conveying 
his mummy out of Egypt (Sir 49^ Kai та бота афто? епескеттсау). 

The ninth example of тісті is Moses, of whom almost as 
much is made as of Abraham. Five instances of faith are 
mentioned in connexion with his career (уу,23-29), 


2 Jt was by faith that Moses was ** hidden for three months” (rplunvor, 
sc. xpévov) after birth by his parents, because ** they saw” the chtld was 


1To suggest that it means “ even” is flat for a blessing, ex hypothes?, 
referred to the future. Its omission (Бух K L P, the eastern versions, etc.) 
is more easily explained than its insertion. 

21 К 1% тросекдеусеу б Вав1Аві еті rhv котту, еті has the same local 
sense. 
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“beautiful” (Ac 729), and had по fear of the royal decree. ™ It was by faith 
that Moses refused, “толеп he had grown up," to be called the son of Pharaoh's 
daughter; ™ ill-treatment with God’s people he preferred to the passing 
pleasures of sin, ® considering obloguy with the messiah to be richer wealth 
than all Egypts treasures—for he had an eye to the Reward. ™ [t was by 
Jaith that he left Egypt, not from any fear of the kings wrath ; like one 
who saw the King /nvistble, he never flinched. B It was by faith that he 
celebrated ** the passover” and performed the sprinkling by blood, so that ** the 
destroying angel” (cf. 1 Co 109) might not touch Israels firstborn. ? It was 
by faith that they crossed the Red Sea (Ac 799) like dry land—and when the 
Egyptians attempted it, they were drowned, 

Moses (v.28) owed the preservation of his Ше as an infant to 
the courageous mors of his parents (татероу = yovets, parentes, 
like patres in Ovids Merari: 46, and Plato’s Leges, vi. 772 Е, 
ауабоу татероу фути). The writer quotes from Ex 2? 3, adding 
that, as the result of their faith, they had no fear of the royal 
edict (8:атауџа as in Jos. 421. xvi. 16. 5; Wis 11’ etc.). This is 
the main point of their тїстє. Оп дотеоу see Philo’s vit. Mos. 
i. 3: yevvnbeis otv 6 mats edOds бұлу évédawey дстеютерау ў кат 
бабтуу, Фо Kal TOv ToU rvpávvov күрууматоу, Фф бсоу otóv те HY, 
Tovs yoveis аЛоуђса). Тһе Hebrew text makes the mother act 
alone, but the LXX gives the credit to both parents; and this 
tradition is followed by Philo and Josephus (422. ii. 9. 4), as by 
our author. 

The parents of Moses are the first anonymous people in the roll-call of 
faith's representatives. Calvin rather severely ranks their faith on a lower 
level, because the parents of Moses were moved by the external appearance 
of their child, and because they ought to have brought him up themselves 
(‘notandum est fidem quae hic laudatur ualde fuisse imbecillam. Nam 
quum posthabito mortis suae metu Mosen deberent educare, eum exponunt. 
Patet igitur illorum fidem breui non tantum uacillasse sed fuisse соПарѕат ”). 
Still, he reflects that this is after all an encouragement, since it proves that 
even weak faith is not despised by God. Chrysostom’s comment is kinder ; 
the writer, he thinks, means to afford additional encouragement to his 
readers by adducing not only heroes, but commonplace people as examples 
of faith (&ozuwv, dvwvipwr). А 

Another (7?) gloss has been inserted here, after у.% by D* 1827 and 
nearly all the MSS of the Latin versions, viz. тісте: uévyas yevóuevos Mwvojs 
дуеӘеу тду Айүйттіоу karavoov Tiv TaTelywow TOv. адє\фёу айто0, a homi- 
letical application of Ex 2112 (used іп Ac 72“). 


The second item of faith (v.*4) is the first individual proof by 
Moses himself. Josephus (2424. ii. 9. 7) makes Moses refuse the 
Pharaoh’s crown when а baby. Тһе Pharaoh’s daughter placed 
the child in her father’s arms; he took it, pressed it to his 
bosom, and to please his daughter graciously put the crown upon 
its head. But the child threw it to the ground and stamped on 
it Which seemed ominous to the king! Тһе writer of Hebrews 
avoids such fancies, and simply summarizes Ex 21, where 
Moses péyas yevópevos (from Ex 211; Ze, as Calvin points out, 
when his refusal could not be set down to childish ignorance 
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of the world, nor to youthful impetuousness) jpyyoato (with 
infinitive as in Wis 1227 1616 1710) Хеүвобалі viós Ovyarpós apad. 
His religious motive in declining the title and position of son to 
an Egyptian princess (Jub 47°) 15 now given (v.2); pé@dXov 
Әдбреуов (for the construction and idea, ср. OGZS. 669 uàAXov 
Tijv TOY тротероу етарухоу оішуюу cvvifgeiav фоЛасооу T) «UC Tiv 
трдокочрду Tivos üOLk(av мецилоармеуов) ovykakovyetoĝðat (a new 
compound, unknown to the LXX) 76 Ход тоб беоб ў трбокалроғ (a 
non-LXX term! which first occurs in 4 Mac 15% 8 23, and passed 
into the early Christian vocabulary as an antithesis to aiovios) 
éxew Gpaptias ámóAauvow. Тһе арартіа 15 the sin which he 
would have committed in proving disloyal to the People of God ; 
that might have been pleasant for the time being, but тісті 
looks to higher and lasting issues (10% 1:1!) It would have 
been “біп” for him to choose a high political career at court, 
the “sin” of apostasy; he did what others in their own way had 
done afterwards (1035, cp. 13°). 

For awéXavois see Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Flordleg. lxvii. 25) : тду б 
7 беоу < Biov >, é£ova(av боббута трде dxodaclav kal owlNov noovay ümóNavow 
дүүеууду kal шакрохарӘу, laó0eov voulfovor, and 4 Mac 58, where the tyrant 
taunts the conscientious Jews, kal yap dvógrov то0то тд wh атоћайє TOv xwpls 
óve(0ovs $0éwv. Philo (227. Mos. i. 6: yevómevós те биафербутов doxnris 
ӘАгүобевівв kal тӛу GBpodlarrov Blov ws ovdels Erepos xrevdoas—Yuxy "yàp 
émó0e. мбуп (йу, où gwar) praises the asceticism of Moses іп the palace 
of the Pharaoh, but gives an interpretation of his reward which is lower 
than that of our author; he declares (i. 27) that as Moses renounced the 
high position of authority which he might have enjoyed in Egypt (érecdn yàp 
Thy Alytmrou xaré\urev ?ууемоуісу, Өууатр«доб8 той rére BaoctXevovros Фр), 
because he disapproved of the local injustice, God rewarded him with 
authority over a greater nation. 


In v.26 the reason for this renunciation of the world is 
explained. МеФоуа mAoürov fjyqaáp.evos (cp. у.11 and Aoyirápevos 
іп v.) тфу Аїубттоо Ó«caupüv тфу svetSiopdy той Хрістой (as 
involved in суукакоуҳєіс дос то Ааф то? Oeod). This is one of 
the writer's dinting phrases. "There is a special obloquy in being 
connected with Christ. It is one of the things which Christians 
have to face to-day (1313), and, the writer argues, it has always 
been so; Moses himself, the leader of God's people at the first, 
showed his тісті by deliberately meeting it. The obloquy was 
part of the human experience of Jesus himself (12? 1312), but the 
point here in тфу dve8iopsv тоб Xpiroü is that, by identifying 
himself with God's people in Egypt, Moses encountered the 
same veb uós as their very messiah afterwards was to endure. 
He thus faced what the writer, from his own standpoint, does 
not hesitate to call róv óveiàwpóv той Хрсто?. Whether he had 
in mind anything further, eg. the idea that ó Xpioros here 
_ ]trecurs in an edict of Caracalla (215 A.D.), quoted by Mitteis- Wilcken, 
252530. 
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means the pre-incarnate Logos, as though a mystical sense 
like that of 1 Co тоќ underlay the words, is uncertain and 
rather unlikely, though the idea that Christ was suffering in the 
person of the Israelites, or that they represented him, might be 
regarded as justified by the language, e.g., of Ps 8051 (rov ove- 
Sto uod TOv dovAwy cov... ob фувібисау TÒ дутаАЛауџа ToU Хрісто? 
сох). Тһе experiences of ingratitude and insulting treatment 
which Moses suffered at the hands of Israel illustrate Chry- 
sostom’s definition of róv бує: риби то? Xpiotov: тб рур: TEAOUS 
kal ёсҳбтүѕ dvarvons TÁTXELV какое... тобто ёстіу ÓvetOug us 
TOU ХротоФ, бтау Tis тар” фу evepyeret dvediCnras (citing Mt 2719). 
The basis of this estimate of life is now given: дтерХетеу yap eis 
тір расбалтобооіау, as the writer desired his readers to do (10% 
119). “Ато Аетем eis is а common phrase for keeping one’s eye 
upon, having regard to, eg. Theophrastus, ii. то, «ai eis éketvov 
атоВАетоу: Josephus, Bell. Jud. i. 15. 1, 6 pev . . . eis мбуоу TÒ 
AvatreAés тб ек TOV артаүфу ато АХетоу, vaprkovaev. Mr. Starke, 
in his note on Arist. Acharn. 32, suggests that атоОАХетву, which 
is common in the comic poets and is also a philosophical term 
(e.g. Plato’s Phaedo, 115 С; Phaedrus, 234 D), “was used like 
‘to prescind’ in English," Ze. to fix one's gaze on a single 
object by withdrawing it from everything else. 

The third act of faith in his life (у.27) is his withdrawal from 
Egypt to Midian (Ex 24° = Ac 7%). In pi doBybeis tov Фирду 
ToU Bacıhéws the author ignores the statement of the OT that 
Moses did fly from Egypt, in terror of being punished by the 
king for having murdered the Egyptian (6pynv dpetAckrov Baotréws 
атобібраокоу, Philo, de vit. Mos. i. 9). Josephus in his own 
way also (Azz. ii. то. 1) eliminates the motive of fear. Our 
author declares that if Moses did retreat from Egypt, it was 
from no fear of Pharaoh, but in the faith that God had a future 
and a mission for him still; he had as little fear of Pharaoh as 
his parents had had, тӛу yàp áóparov (sc. Вас:Аєа) às брӛу ékapré- 
poer (cp. Sir 2? ейбоуоу rjv кардѓау cov kal картертооу). “Тһе 
courage to abandon work on which one's heart is set, and accept 
inaction cheerfully as the will of God, 1s of the rarest and highest 
kind, and can be created and sustained only by the clearest 
spiritual vision” (Peake). Тһе language and thought are illus- 
trated by Epict. ii. 16. 45-46: ёк rrjs &uavoías ékBaAe . . . Айту», 
фбВоу, ёт:дошіау, фббуоу, етгуайрвкокіау, dXapyyvpiav, po Xaktav, 
акрасбғау. Tadra 6” ойк ёстіу ӘААвөв екбоДеіу, el uù rpós póvov тбу 
бебу дтоВАтоута, ёкєіуф póvw тростгетоубдта, Tois éketvov Tpost- 
dypası кабоочонеуоу. The phrase és брәу means the inward 
vision where, as Marcus Aurelius observes (x. 26), броиеу, оюу? 
rois 9фбаДшио1із, GAN ойу (ттоу évapyüs. Іп the de Mundo, 399a, 
God is described as аоратов àv dÀÀe тАлу Aoywp o. Philo had 
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already singled out this trait in Moses, e.g. de mutat. nomin. 2: 
Movogs ó тїз dedots dicews ears kai Өєӧтттс̧—єі5 yàp Tov 
уубфоу daciv aùròv oi Octo xpyopot єісєАдєу (Ex 207!), ттуу 
dopatov Kat dowpatoy ovcoiay айаттомеғо, In vet. Aos. 1. 15 he 
declares that the Pharaoh had no notion of any invisible God 
(undéva тб таратау уоутбу Gedy ёёо тәу бротФу vouttov), and later 
on, commenting оп Ex 20?! (i. 28), headds that Moses entered 
the darkness, rovréorw eis ту йє:0) kai áóparov kai асфцатоу ту 
бутшу TapaderypaTiKyVY ovaíav, rà абеата dice бурт) karavoóv. 

On рд фоВ тє: тбу бирду тоб Bactdéws, it may be noted that 
the Stoics took the prudential line of arguing that one ought not 
needlessly to provoke a tyrant: “sapiens nunquam potentium 
iras provocabit, immo declinabit, non aliter quam іп navigando 
procellam " (Seneca, Ер. xiv. 7). Various attempts have been 
made to explain away the contradiction between this statement 
and that of Ex 214 (a) Some think they are not irreconcilable ; 
* so far as his life was concerned, he feared, but in a higher 
region һе had no fear" (A. B. Davidson), 2.6. he was certain 
God would ultimately intervene to thwart Pharaoh, and so took 
precautions to save his own life in the interest of the cause. This 
15 rather artificial, however, though maintained by some good 
critics like Lünemann. (7) Or, the Ovuos may be not anger at 
the murder of the Egyptian, but the resentment of Moses’ action 
in refusing а court position and withdrawing from Egypt 
(Vaughan, Dods, Delitzsch, etc.). (с) A more favourite method 
is to deny that the writer is alluding to Ex 21415 at all, and to 
refer the passage to the real Exodus later (so Calvin, Bleek, 
Westcott, Seeberg, and many other edd.); but this is to antici- 
pate v.28, and the Israelites were ordered out of Egypt by 
Pharaoh, not exposed to any anger of his. 

The fourth act of faith (v.25) is his obedience to the divine 
orders of Ex 1212-8 (cp. Wis 1859), which proved that he be- 
lieved, іп spite of appearances, that God had protection and а 
future forthe People. Петоідкеу 15 another aoristic perfect ; трдо- 
хоси is not a LXX term, апа ёѓууоуо (Өгүт) only occurs in LXX 
іп Ех 19? (= Heb 1220). As Otyyavo may take a genitive (127°) 
as well as an accusative, óAopevov might go with тротдтоко (z.e. 
of the Egyptians) and @iyy with aóràv (the Israelites). Note the 
alliteration in пісте mem. пбоҳа . . . mpócyucw Тһе iva pi 
clause explains rijv mpóoxucw той аїратос. 


By one Old Latin, orat any rate a non-Vulgate, text of this passage, in Codex 
Harleianus (ed. E. S. Buchanan, Sacred Latin Texts, 1., 1912), a gloss is 
inserted at this point: **fide praedaverunt Aegyptios exeuntes" (Ex 129936), 
which was evidently known to Sedulius Scotus (Migne, ciii. 268 C), who 
quotes it as ‘‘fide praedaverunt Aegyptios, quia crediderunt se iterum in 
Aegyptum non reversuros.” 
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The fifth act of faith (v.29) is the crossing of the Red Sea 
(Ех 1410). Strictly speaking, this is an act of faith on the part 
of the Israelites; the 6 уоау depends on, for its subject, the 
attav of v.28. But those who crossed were ot éfeA0óvres ёё 
Ағубттоу 14 Muicéws (319, and the action is the direct sequel 
to that of v.28, though Moses is now included in the People. 8:4 
énpas yis is from Ex 1479; да айғау goes with the genitive as 
well as with the accusative. Тһе Israelites took a risk, in 
obedience to God's order, and so proved their тісті. But there 
are some things which are possible only to faith. “Hs (2.6. ерубро 
баХасоз)) meipav Хофбутес ot Ағүйттіо: котетббуоау (from Ех 154 
котетббусау еу épvOpa да\асоу, В), i.e. the Egyptians tried it and 
were swallowed up in the sea. Here теірау Хор Йауау is а 
classical phrase for (2) making an attempt, almost in the sense of 
testing or risking. They “ventured on” (cp. Dt 2899 7 rpudepa, 
As ойуі терау é\aBev 6 то айт)е Baivew еті тїс yns), Or tried 
it (cp. Jos. Anz. 8. 6. 5, copias PBovrAopevn Мау тарау, 
etc.). The other meaning is that (0) of getting experience (so 
іп v.99), which is often the sad result of (а); so, e.g., Demosth. 
in Aristocratem, 131, Ха фу Еруо тїз exetvov Pirias metpav. Тһе 
writer ignores the legendary embroidery of Philo (zz Mos. iii. 
34, Òs еті Enpas árpamoU kai ALGaddovs ёдафоуѕ—ёкроъробз yàp т) 
Wappos каї » стордѕ ат) ovata. суиф?со. 1vo0n). 

Two more instances of faith are specially cited, both in con- 
nexion with the fall of Jericho (vv.99 31). During the interval 
between the Exodus and the entrance into Canaan the writer, we 
аге not surprised to find (319^), notes not a single example of 
тістіс, but it is remarkable that neither here nor below (v.°) is 
there any allusion to Joshua. 

30 7t was by faith that the walls of Jericho collapsed, after being surrounded 
for only seven days. 31 [t was by faith that Rahab the harlot did not perish 
along with those who were disobedient, as she had welcomed the scouts 
peaceably, 

The faith that had enabled Israel to cross the Red Sea in 
safety enabled them years later to bring the walls of a city crash- 
ing to the ground (v.30). There was no siege of Jericho; Israel 
simply marched round it for a week, and that act of faith in 
God’s promise, against all probabilities, brought about the marvel. 
So the writer summarizes Jos 61°. Judas Maccabaeus and his 
men also appealed, in besieging a town, (0 тоу меуау то? kór pov 
биудотту, тбу бтер крібу Kal pnxavOv друауікфу катокртуиу(саута 
tiv Тері xarà rovs Іусо9 xpóvovs (2 Мас 1215), and one Egyptian 
fanatic (for whom Paul was once mistaken, Acts 219%) promised 
his adherents, in rebelling against the Romans, that the walls of 
Jerusalem would collapse at his word of command (Josephus, 
Ant. xx. 8. 6). 
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The faith of a community is now followed by the faith of an 
individual. The last name on the special list is that of a 
foreigner, an unmarried woman, and a woman of loose morals 
(v.24), in striking contrast to Sara and the mother of Moses. 
The story is told in Jos 21:21 625 For ў mópvy (^ Ratio haec cur R. 
solita sit peregrinos excipere,” Bengel) see below on 13% A 
tendency to whitewash her character appears in the addition of 
émtAeyouevy (N syrbk! Ephr.), which is also inserted by some 
codices in the text of Clem. Rom. 12'. Her practical faith 
(Ја 25; Clem. Rom. 112 8:0 тістеу koi $uXo£evíav éod6n), shown 
by her friendly (per! eiprjvqs) welcome to the spies, which sprang 
from her conviction that the God of Israel was to be feared, saved 
(сиуолт4Хето, cp. Sir 815) her from the fate of her fellow-citizens 
(rots áneiOgoacw) who declined to submit to the claims of Israel's 
God. They are described by the same word as are the recalci- 
trant Israelites themselves (318). Even Jewish priests were 
proud to trace their descent from Rahab; her reputation 
stood high in later tradition, owing to the life which followed 
this initial act of faith (cp. Mt 15). 


For lack of space and time the writer now passes to a mere 
summary of subsequent examples of faith (vv.32), Roughly 
speaking, we may say that уу. 34 describe what the folk of old 
did by faith, vv.35* what they did for faith. 


32 And what more shall I say? Time would fail me to tell of Gideon, of 
Barak and Samson and Jephthah, of David and Samuel and the prophets— 
B men who by faith (0i mlatews) conquered kingdoms, administered justice, 
obtained promises, shut the mouth of lions, 3% quenched the power of fire, 
escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness won to strength, proved valiant 
in warfare, and routed hosts of foreigners. 


Kai rt ёт: (om. D*) Méyo (deliberative conjunctive) does not 
necessarily imply that Ilpés “Е ра(оу was originally a sermon or 
address; it was a literary as well as an oratorical phrase. Thus 
Josephus uses a similar phrase in Azz. xx. тт. т (kai ті det mÀelw 
Aéyew ;). Faith did not die out, at the entry into Palestine. Ор 
the contrary, the proofs of faith are so rich in the later story of 
the People that the writer has no time for anything except a 
glowing abstract. “ЕтіЛейре: yáp pe білүобреуоу ó xpóvos 15 one 
form of а common rhetorical phrase, though 7 иёра is generally 
used instead of ё xpóvos. Three instances may be cited: Dion. 
Hal. De Compositione Verb. 4 (after running over the names of a 
number of authors) «ai dAXovus pupiovs, Фу атаутоу Tà дубдата, €i 
ВочХойилу Aéyew, ел«Хей е we 6 т< Huepas xpóvos: Demosth. de 
Corona, 324, émaAcipe pe AéyovO' 3) )uépa та TOV троббтшу дуорало, 
апа (out of several instances) Philo, de Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 5, 
тіре pe 7 ђрєра Aéyovra та TOv kar «(бос dpeTav дубиала, 


XI. 32, 83.) HEROES OF FAITH 185 


Atnyoupevov . . . тері, as, ею, іп Platos Жи. 6 C, moAAà 
тері тәу бейшу Óupyjoopau and Philo’s de Адғай. 44, Фу Муф 
mpórepov ёна бие Абоу ( = gone over"). For pe уар (N A D* 
33. 547), yap me is rightly read by pl? De K L P W Clem. Chrys. 
etc. (cp. Blass, 8 475. 2), though ydp is omitted altogether by 
V 216*. Six names are specially mentioned, to begin with. 
Gideon's crushing victory over the Ammonites echoes down later 
history (e.g. Is 9? 1076, Ps 831). The singling out of Barak is 
in line with the later Jewish tradition, which declined to think of 
him as a mere ally of Deborah; he was the real hero of the 
exploit. For example, some rabbis (cp. Targ. on Jg 5%, Yalkut 
on Jg 42) gave him the high name of Michael, and praised this 
brave leader for his modesty in allowing Deborah to occupy so 
prominent а place. Later tradition also magnified Samson's 
piety and divine characteristics (e.g. Sotah 94, тоа). Of all the 
four “judges” selected, Jephthah has the poorest reputation in 
Jewish tradition; he is censured for rashness, and his rank is 
comparatively insignificant. Augustine, however (Quaest. vii. 
xlix.), points out that the “spirit” came both on Jephthah (Jg 
1129 30) and on Gideon (8?). Why these four names are put in 
this unchronological order (instead of Barak, Gideon, Jephthah, 
and Samson), it is impossible to guess; in 1 S 1211 it is Gideon, 
Barak, Jephthah, and Samson, followed by Samuel. David here 
(Аочв(6 те) belongs to the foregoing group, the only one of 
Israel's kings mentioned in the list. In Jewish tradition (e.g. 
Josephus, 2424. vi. 2, 2-3) Samuel’s career was interpreted with 
quite martial fervour ; he was credited with several victories over 
the Philistines. Hence he forms a transition between the 
previous heroes and the prophets, of which he was commonly 
regarded as the great leader (cp. Ac 3%). "AXXev (--тау?) is 
superfluously inserted before трофттду by syrb*! рез arm eth sah 
boh 69. 1288 Theod. Dam. In ot 8:0 míoreos (v.33) the ot covers 
vv.33: 34 but 0:0 mío reos includes уу.95-38 as well, and is reiterated 
in v.2, Тһе following nine terse clauses, devoid of a single ког, 
begin by noting military and civil achievements. In каттүшуі- 
сауто facetas, karayovítoua. (not а LXX term) is the verb 
applied by Josephus to David's conquests (in zz. vii. 2. 2, афтф 
gaoat karayovuragévo  IlaÀawrrwwoUs dédwxey 6 0ебе); its later 
metaphorical use may be illustrated from Mart. Pol. 19? (da 
Tis Фтормоуйе катаушуисдиеуов TOv дбикоу dpxovra) "Нрүйсауто 
біксиоодутүу in the sense of 2 S 815 (каї éBacitevoey Aaveid еті 
‘TopanX* kai 7v тофу Kpipa kai duxavocivyny еті таута тбу Ладу 
avrov) etc., the writer applying to this specific activity, for which 
тісті was essential, a phrase elsewhere (cp. Ac 10%) used for a 
general moral life. Such was their faith, too, that they had pro- 
mises of God's help realized in their experience ; this (cp. 619) is 
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the force of ететихоу émayyedkcGv. Furthermore, éppagav отбрата 
Aeóvrov, as in the case of Daniel (Dn 618: 23 6 Qeós pov еуефрабеу 
rà oTOpata TOV Acóvrov, Theod.), éofiecav бфуарау mupós, as in the 
case of Daniel's three friends (Dn. 395 1000229 3 Mac беу 
In é$uyov отӧрата paxaipns, the unusual plural of erópa (cp. 
Lk 2174 тесо?утай orópatı paxatpys) may be due to the preceding 
отбиата rhetorically; it means repeated cases of escape from 
imminent peril of murder rather than double-edged swords (412), 
escapes, eg., like those of Elijah (т К 19!) and Elisha (2 К 
614.31.) In Фбоуардбасау (pl? N* A D* 1831; the v7. évebuva- 
pó09cav was probably due to the influence of Ro 4%) àmó 
4обеуе(ас, the reference is quite general; Hezekiah’s recovery 
from illness is too narrow an instance.! "The last three clauses 
are best illustrated by the story cf the Maccabean struggle, 
where дААдтршюв is the term used for the persecutors (x Mac 27 
etc.), and zapejBoÀx for their hosts (т Мас 319 etc.). In mapep- 
Bodas ExAtvay ЯХХотр(шу, тареш Зоћр, a word which Phrynichus 
calls devas Maxedovexdy, means a host in array (so often in x Mac 
and Polybius); кАйю (ср. Jos. Ant. xiv. 15. 4, kMvera тб... 
кера< THS фаћаууоѕ) is never used in this sense in the LXX. 

What the heroes and heroines of пот: had to endure is now 
summarized (vv.*5-88): the passive rather than the active aspect 
of faith is emphasized. 


85 Some were given back to their womankind, raised from the very dead ; 
others were broken on the wheel, refusing to accept release, that they might 
obtain a better resurrection ; 88 others, again, had to experience scoffs and 
scourging, aye, chains and tmprisonment—* they were stoned . . . sawn in 
two, and cut to pieces ; they had to roam about in sheepskins and goatskins, 
forlorn, oppressed, tll-treated 9 (men of whom the world was not worthy), 
wanderers in the desert and among hills, tn caves and gullies, 


"EAaov yuvaikes? ктА. (95) recalls such stories as 1 К 171% 
and 2 К 483" (каї 7) yuv . . . eXaBev тду vióv airs Kai e€pdrOev) ; 
it was a real дубстооч<, though not the real one, for some 
other male beings became literally and finally vexpot, relying by 
faith on а kpetoowv dvdotacis. “Addo Sé (like Sokrates in Athens: 
cp. Epict. iv. I. 164-165, 2wxparys 9 aicypds od owlerar... 
roUrov ойк есті GHaa aig xps, GAN’ атобу)үакоу ообетой) could 
only have saved their lives by dishonourably giving up their 


1A more apt example is the nerving of Judith for her act of religious 
patriotism (cp. Rendel Harris, Stdelights on NT Research, 170f.), though 
there is a verbal parallel in the case of Samson (Jg 1618 албсттсе ал” ёдой 7 
laxós pou kal áa0evyjow). 

2 Тһе odd 2.4. yuvaikâs (р!? &* A D* 33. 1912) may be another case (cp. 
Thackeray, 149, for LXX parallels) of -as for -es as a nominative form ; as an 
accusative, it could only have the senseless meaning of ‘‘ marrying” 
(AauBárew *yvvatkas). Strong, early groups of textual authorities now and 
then preserve errors. 
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convictions, and therefore chose to suffer. ‘This is a plain refer- 
ence to the Maccabean martyrs. ‘Erupwavioĝnoay (Blass prefers 
the more classical form in D* dzervjzavío0cav), a punishment 
probably corresponding to the mediaeval penalty of being broken 
оп the wheel. “ This dreadful punishment consists,” says Scott 
in a note to the thirtieth chapter of Zhe Betrothed, “іп the 
executioner, with a bar of iron, breaking the shoulder-bones, 
arms, thigh-bones and legs of the criminal, taking his alternate 
sides. Тһе punishment is concluded by a blow across the 
breast, called the coup de grâce, because it removes the sufferer 
from his agony.” ‘The victim was first stretched on a frame or 
block, the т/мтауоу1 (so schol. on Aristoph. Plut. 476, тімтауа 
Evia ёф ols êrvuráviov’ éxpüvro yap тайтп TH түиоріп), апа 
beaten to death, for which the verb was dzorvupravilerbar (e.g. 
Josephus, с. Apionem, 1. 148, quoting Berossus, Аа) оросоаруобов 

. UVró Tov didwy атєтуртаміс у : Arist. Rhet. 1. 5. 14, өстер ої 
атотчуилгалСомеуоһ, etc.) So Eleazar was put to death, because 
he refused to save his life by eating swine's flesh (2 Mac 61? 
6 бё тди мет cbkAe(as бағатоу paAAov Т} тӧу perà ptoors Biov 
avadegdpevos айбацретос еті то тортауоу mpoonyev). It is this 
punishment of the Maccabean martyrs which the writer has in 
mind, as Theodoret already saw. Тһе sufferers were “ distracti 
quemadmodum corium in tympano distenditur” (Calvin); but 
the essence of the punishment was beating to death, as both 
Hesychius (zAnjocerat, éxdéperat, iaxupas т/ттета)) and Suidas 
(úo wAnooerat, éxdéperat, каї kpéjarat) recognize in their defini- 
tion of тумтау/бето. The hope of the resurrection, which 
sustained such martyrs ой трообеббреуов (cp. 1094) thy ётоћтроси, 
is illustrated by the tales of Maccabean martyrs, e.g. of Eleazar 
the scribe (2 Mac 621), urged to eat some pork tva тото трағас 
атоХАубй ToU Üavárov, and declining in а fine stubbornness; but 
specially of the heroic mother and her seven sons (2070. 71), 
who perished confessing aiperoy petadAaooovras ато дубротоу 
тас UTO TOD eod тровбокбу ёАт(досѕ таму avaoryncecbat tr аўто® 

. oi меу yap v)v ўрётєро. адєАфоїі Bpaxiv émevéykavres тбуоу 
devaov whs tro дгабукти Geod тептфкаову. 

In у.36 étepor 66 (after of év . . . ddA бё in Matt 161) 
тєра» ӘХофоу (see on v.79) ёртогүрӧу (cp. Sir 2728 ёитакуидѕ коі 
буабасмд<) kat растіуши—а hendiadys ; the writer has in mind 
shameful tortures like those inflicted on the seven Maccabean 
brothers, as described in 2 Мас 7! (uáariéw xai vevpats аїкіЌо- 


1 Another word for the frame was rpoxós, as іп 4 Mac 9”, where the 
eldest of the seven famous Jewish brothers is beaten to death. Hence 
the verb used by Philo (zz Flaccum, 10) to describe the punishment inflicted 
on the Alexandrian Jews (Iovdatoe uaervyoUuevot, xpeuduevor, rpoxufópevoi, 
католк(бмеуов). 
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pévovs . . . T Hyov еті Tov ентогумду), although in this case the 
beating is not at once fatal, as the next words prove (ете 06 
бесмду kai dvAakys). Тһе passage would be more clear and 
consecutive, however, if ётєро: бе preceded mepiA0ov (in v.97), 
introducing the case of those who had not to suffer the martyrs' 
death. This would leave ертошгүрбу xrÀ. as a reiteration or 
expansion of етуитауобусау. Before Seopav каї pudaxis, ёт: 9€ 
probably (cp. Lk 1426) heightens the tone—not merely passing 
blows, but long durance vile: though the sense might be simply, 
“апа further.” In v.8? Әйбеобусау (as in the case of Zechariah, 
2 Ch 2420-22, Mt 2385) was the traditional punishment which 
ended Jeremiah’s life in Egypt (Tertull. Scor. 8) ; possibly the 
writer also had in mind the fate of Stephen (Acts 758). 
“Етріобусау (Am 1? érpi£ov тріосіу otdnpots ктА.) alludes to the 
tradition of Isaiah having being sawn in two with a wooden saw 
during the reign of Manasseh, a tradition echoed in the contem- 
porary Ascensio Isaiae 55% (Justin’s Dial. cxx.; Tertull. de 
Patientia, xiv. etc.) ; cp. К. Н. Charles, Zhe Ascension of Isaiah 
(1900), pp. xlv-xlix. 


After éX0ác05cav there is а primitive corruption in the text. Four 
readings are to be noted. 

émeipác0ncav, émpla0ncav : к L P 33. 326 syrbkl, 

ётрісбтсау, ётерісдпсау: p А D № 6. 104. 1611. 1739 lat boh arm. 

éretpacOnoav: fuld, Clem. Thdt. 

ётрісбзсау : 2. 327 syr"€ Eus. etc. 

Origen apparently did not read етердсбусау, if we were to judge from 
Hom. Jerem. ху. 2 (АХХоу &u008óXgcav, АХХоу Expicav, АХХоу &mékretwav 
мета) Tod vaod kal той биусиавттріоу), but shortly before (xiv. 12) he quotes 
the passage verbally as follows: éAi6ác05cav, етрісбусар, ётєрасӯтсау, év 
фбуф paxalpas áméÜavov, though émeipác0ncav is omitted here by Н. In 
c. Cels. vii. 7 it is doubtful whether етердбисау or émeipác0ncav was the 
original reading. Eusebius omits the word in Prep. Evang. xii. то (5834), 
reading Фмбасбусау, ётрісдтсау, év фбуу ктА., and sah reads ‘еу were 
sawn, they were stoned, they died under the sword.” It is evident that 
етердбсбусау (written in some MSS as ётер.) as “ were tempted " is impossible 
here ; the word either was due to dittography with етрісбусау or represents а 
corruption of some term for torture. Various suggestions have been made, 
e.g. émnpwOncav (mutilated) by Tanaquil Faber, етрабусау (sold for slaves) 
by D. Heinsius, евтерасбусау (strangled) by J. Alberti, or ётёрӯтсау 
(impaled) by Knatchbull. But some word like émvpo(ác)09gcav (Beza, Е. 
Junius, etc.) or ётрўсбтса»х (Gataker)! is more likely, since one of the seven 
Maccabean brothers was fried to death (2 Mac 7*), and burning was a 
punishment otherwise for the Maccabeans (2 Mac 6"). It is at any rate 
probable that the writer put three aorists ending in -c@ycav together. 


Death еу фбуо раухоірце (а LXX phrase) was not an un- 
common fate for unpopular prophets (т K 1919, Jer 26%); but 
the writer now passes, іп тері4Абоу ктА. (375-33), to the sufferings 


! Or évempija0ncav, which is used by Philo in describing the woes of the 
Alexandrian Jews (zz Flaccum, 20, $vres ol меу еуетріабусау). 
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of the living, harried and hunted over the country. Not all the 
loyal were killed, yet the survivors had a miserable life of it, like 
Mattathias and his sons (1 Mac 278 “фгуоу . . . eis rà др), or 
Judas Maccabaeus and his men, who had to take to the hills 
(2 Mac 527 еу rois dpeow Onpiwy трбтоу бей) avv rots per adrod, 
Kal THY ҳортоду трофӯу avrovp.evot eréXovv), or Others during the 
persecution (2 Mac 61 repor бё zÀmotov оуубрамоутес eis Ta 
omnAaa). When the storm blew over, the Maccabeans recol- 
lected ws rv rv axgvàv éoprijv èv Tots дрєсчу kal еу rots отуХа4о16 
Onpiwy трбтоу ўсау уербияуо: (2 Мас тоб). They roamed, the 
writer adds, dressed еу pnàwrats (the rough garb of prophets, like 
Elijah, 1 K 1918: 19), еу aiyetors беррасіу (still rougher pelts). 
According to the Ascensio Zsaiae (275) the pious Jews who 
adhered to Isaiah when he withdrew from Manasseh’s idolatry 
in Jerusalem and sought the hills, were “аП clothed in garments 
of hair, and were all prophets.” Clement (17!) extends the refer- 
ence too widely: otriwes èv déppacw аїуєіоіс kai pndAwtats Tepi- 
таттсау Knpvocovtes THY ӨЛеисіу ToU. Хритто®' Хеуомеу 06 'HAeiav 
каї "EAwraté, ёт. бе kai le£ekujA, Tovs трофутас mpos тоФто( каї 
TOUS pep.oprvpoaévovs. 

A vivid modern description of people clad іп goatskins occurs in Balzac’s 
Les Chouans (ch. i.) : ** Ayant pour tout vêtement une grande peau de chèvre 
qui les couvrait depuis le col jusqu'aux genoux. . . . Les mèches plates de 
leurs longs cheveux s'unissaient si habituellement aux poils de la peau de 
chévre et cachaient si complétement leurs visages baissés vers la terre, qu'on 
pouvait facilement prendre cette peau pour la leur, et confondre, à la premiere 
vue, les malheureux avec ces animaux dont les dépouilles leur servaient de 
vétement. Mais à travers les cheveux l'on voyait bientót briller les yeux 
comme des gouttes de rosée dans une épaisse verdure ; et leurs regards, tout 
en annonçant l'intelligence humaine, causaient certainement plus de terreur 
que de plaisir." 


Their general plight is described in three participles, ботєроџ- 
pevor, OAtBdpevor (2 Со 48), kakouvxoúpevot (ср. 13%, and Plut. 
Consol. ad Apoll. 26, Gote тріу аттаса rà т-еубу kakovyovuévovs 
reXeutnoat tov fov) Како?ҳєу only occurs twice in the LXX 
(т К 226 1189 A), but is common in the papyri (e.g. Zebt. Pap. 
10422, В.С. 92). This ill-treatment at the hands of men, as if 
they were not considered fit to live (cp. Ac 2274), elicits a 
splendid aside—dév ойк Яу ёго 6 kócpos. Compare Mechilta, 
sa (оп Ex 129): “Israel possessed four commandments, of 
which the whole world was not worthy," and the story of the 
bath qol in Sanhedr. 11. 1, which said, “Опе is here present 
who is worthy to have the Shekinah dwelling in him, but the 
world is not worthy of such." Кбсио< as in у.7; Philo's list 
of the various meanings of «óopos (in de aetern. mundi, 2) does 
not include this semi-religious sense. Of the righteous, Wis 39 
remarks: ó Oeds етеірасеу avrovs kal ebpev атой 4 оу éavrov. 
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‘ There is a class of whom the world is always worthy and more than 
worthy: it is worthy of those who watch for, reproduce, exaggerate its foibles, 
who make themselves the very embodiment of its ruling passions, who shriek 
its catchwords, encourage its illusions, and flatter its fanaticisms. But it isa 
poor rôle to play, and it never has been played by the men whose names 
stand for epochs in the march of history” (H. L. Stewart, Questions of the 
Day in Philosophy and Psychology, 1912, p. 133). 


In 38 it was the not infrequent (cf. Mk 145) confusion of 
EN and ЕТТІ in ancient texts which probably accounted for ev 
being replaced by èri (èf) in рі? N A P 33. 88, etc.; ётё does 
not suit omnAaios . . . émats, and the writer would have avoided 
the hiatus іп еті épnpias. Still, rAavwpevor suits only épypiacs каї 
бресіу, and ет may have been the original word, used loosely 
like тАауоиеуо with omnàaiors ктА. In Ps.-Sol 1779 the pious 
ér\avavro еу epypots, собу. Yuyas avTOv ато kakov. For drais, 
cp. Ob 3 èv тай бто45 tov тетрду. ХтуХаіу, like the Latin 
spelunca or specus, eventually became equivalent to a ‘‘ temple,” 
perhaps on account of the prominence of caves or grottoes in the 
worship of some cults. 

Now for an estimate of this тісті and its heroic representa- 
tives (уу.39 40)! The epilogue seems to justify God by arguing 
that the apparent denial of any adequate reward to them is part 
of a larger divine purpose, which could only satisfy them after 
death. 

39 They all won their record (нартурцбеутез--енартуирйбисау іп v.?) for 
faith, but the Promise they did not obtain, % God had something better tn 
store for us (huv emphatic); Ae would not have them perfected apart 
from us. 

Some of these heroes and heroines of faith had had God's 
special promises fulfilled even in this life (e.g. vv.1 33), but che 
Promise, in the sense of the messianic bliss with its eternal life 
(1039.37, cf. 6176), they could not win. Why? Not owing to 
any defect in their faith, nor to any fault in God, but on account 
of his far-reaching purpose in history ; orot mávres (again as in 
v.13, but this time summing up the whole list, vv.*35) ойк 
ёкор(сауто (in the sense of v.18 u) кошобиеуог; not a voluntary 
renunciation, as Wetstein proposes to interpret it—‘‘non 
acceperunt felicitatem promissam huius vitae, imo deliberato 
consilio huic beneficio renunciaverunt et maluerunt affligi 
morique propter deum ") тір émayyeMav (in у.13 //е Promise was 
loosely called ai ётаууєАо:, and the plural тас érayyeAtas is 
therefore read here by A W 436. 1611). Тһе reason for this is 
now given (v.40) in a genitive absolute clause, той дєоб тері Aud 
kpetrróv та mpoPAeapevou (the middle for the active). ПроВАєтєи 
only occurs once in the LXX (Ps 3718 662 kópios . . . mpopAéra 
бте Ée ў Hepa advrov), and only here in the NT, where the re- 
ligious idea makes it practically a Greek equivalent for providere. 
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Kpetrróv ті is explained by tva ph xopis "jpàv reXevo0Qow, which 
does not mean that “ош experience was necessary to complete 
their reward," but that God in his good providence reserved the 
messianic тєАєіосі of Jesus Christ until we could share it. This 
теХеіша6 is now theirs (015 1223), as it is ours—if only we will show 
a like strenuous faith during the brief interval before the end. 
This is the thought of r2!*, catching up that of 108, God 
deferred the coming of Christ, in order to let us share it (cp. 1 P 
1120) his plan being to make room for us as well The 
TeAetwots has been realized in Jesus; till he reappears (92 1012 97 
to complete the purpose of God for us, we must hold on in faith, 
heartened by the example of these earlier saints. Their faith 
was only granted a far-off vision of the hoped-for end. We have 
seen that end realized in Jesus; therefore, with so many more 
resources and with so short a time of strain, we ought to be 
nerved for our endurance by the sense of our noble predecessors. 
It is not that we experience крєїттб» т: by our immediate experi- 
ence of Christ (1014), who fulfils to us what these former folk 
could not receive before his coming. This is true, but it is not 
exactly the point here. Тһе крєїттд te is our inclusion in this 
People of God for whom the reActwors of Christ was destined, 
the privilege of the креіттоу бабткт. Тһе writer does not go 
the length of saying that Christ suffered in the persons of these 
saints and heroes (as, e.g., Paulinus of Nola, 22252. xxxviii. 3: 
*ab initio saeculorum Christus in omnibus suis patitur . . . in 
Abel occisus a fratre, in Noe irrisus a filio, in Abraham peregrin- 
atus, in Isaac oblatus, in Jacob famulatus, in Joseph venditus, 
in Moyse expositus et fugatus, in prophetis lapidatus et sectus, 
in apostolis terra marique iactatus, et multis ac uariis beatorum 
martyrum crucibus frequenter occisus"), and this consideration 
tells against the theory of a “ mystical" sense in у... Тһе con- 
clusion of the whole matter rather is (vv.3? 4°) that the reward of 
their faith had to be deferred till Christ arrived in our day. Тһе 
тєАє(өт is entirely wrought out through Christ, and wrought 
out for all It covers all God's People (cp. 12%), for now the 
Promise has been fulfilled to these earlier saints. But the writer 
significantly ignores any idea of their co-operation in our faith; 
we neither pray to them, nor they for us. Josephus interpreted 
the sacrifice of Isaac, as if Abraham reconciled himself to it by 
reflecting that his son would be a heavenly support to him (Azz. 
і. 13. 3, Фкейуоу, 2.6. ToU Oeod, THY улууу түу av mpocOexouévov 
«ai тар афтф кафебоутов” есе: те pot eis кубербуа kai yypokópov 

. Tov Ücóv àvri сохто? таресухумеуов). Such ideas Пе outside 
the range of our epistle, and there is significance in the fact that 
the writer never touches them. 
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In Clement of Alexandria's comment (Strom. iv. 16) on this passage, he 
quotes 109259 (reading ĉerpos Lov: éavroís: xpoviet: kards pov), then 
hurries оп to 1195-12? (reading &X0ác07cav, ётерісӨтсау, еу фбуу и. атё- 
Üavov : еу épnulats: т?р émayyedlay тоб Ocot), and adds: dmoeimerat уоейу тд 
ката Tapaciwarynow eipmuévov ибро. етіфере: "yoÜv* тері шу крейттбу тї 
троєбоцё»оу той Ocot (dya00s yap Tw), va ил xwpls йд» reXetwOGar. The 
collocation of тфу érayyeAlay with той беоб is a mistake. 


From the pôv . . . pov of the epilogue the writer now 
passes into a moving appeal to his readers (1214). 


l Therefore (Tovyapof», as in 1 Th 49), with all thes host of witnesses 
encircling us, we (kal jets, emphatic) must strip off sin with tts clinging 
folds, to run our appointed course steadily (де tmopovijs), 2 our eyes fixed upon 
Jesus as the pioneer and the perfection of faith—upon Jesus who, tn order to 
reach his own appointed joy, steadily endured (brépewer) the cross, thinking 
nothing of its shame, and ts now ** seated at the right hand” of the throne of 
God. 


The writer now returns to the duty of %томоут as the im- 
mediate exercise of тісті (10°), the supreme inspiration being 
the example of Jesus (121%) as the great Believer, who shows us 
what true піст: means, from beginning to end, in its heroic 
course (Tov трокеймеуоу Турду 4гудуа). 


The general phraseology and idea of life as а strenuous душу, in the 
Hellenic sense (see оп 51%), may be seen in many passages, e.g. Eurip. Orest. 
846 f. : 

mpos $ ”Аруе(о» olxerar Хешу, 

Vvxíjs ayva тду Tpokeluevor тере 

Showy, év Ф (йу 13) баоуейу buds хреоу, 

Herod. viii. 102 (тоХХо%е тоХАдків ayGvas Óópauéovrac ої "EXNQres) and ix. 60 
(&yQvos шеуіптоу трокецшбуоу édevbepny elvat f) eðovwuévyy rhv ЕХХйба), and 
especially in 4 Mac 145 тдутев (the seven martyrs), @ттєр ет” абауасіо 060» 
Tpéxovres, еті тду 0:0 тё» Васдушу Oüvarov čorevõov, and Philo's de migrat. 
Aóbrah. 24, kal yàp “АРради misrevoas “ éyylfew бер” (Gn 18%, cp. He 118) 
Aéyerat, ёа» uévrot Topevóuevos ите кант (cp. He 12?) ийте рабоиот, ws 
map ékárepa ектратбиеуов (cp. He 1219) плауёсбаг тў шёстѕ kal ebOvrevobs 
б адартш» 0000, шиладшвуов бё rods d'ya0o)s Ópouets TÒ атабшюу ümTaloTws 
дудат Tod Blov, are$ávev kal dONwv ёта& ш» revEerar трде тд TéNos ENOwY. 
The figure is elaborately worked out іп 4 Mac 1711514 (a\n0Gs уар fjv ағүшу 
0cios 6 ӧг айту» үсүеуімеуов. 70Хобетей yap тбте aper) бї %тошор%8 бокшша- 
fovea’ rò vikos ёу афдарсіа еу (wr wodvypoviw. “ЕХеабар бе mpomyovigero' 7) бе 
иђттр TOV еттд под ор évi0Nev ol бе абелфой ТүмуіСорто" б TÜÓpavvos àvrwywvigero* 
6 66 kócuos kal ó TOv дубриутоу Bios ебешрей), where the Maccabean martyrs are 
athletes of the true Law ; but the imagery is more rhetorical and detailed 
than in IIpds 'E8paíovs, where the author, with a passing touch of metaphor, 

suggests more simply and suggestively the same idea. 


"Exovres . . . ámoÜépevot . . . 4форбртее, three participles 
with the verb after the second, as in Jude 2921. but here the first, 
not the second, denotes the motive. Тособтоу ! (thrown forward, 
for emphasis) éxovres теріке(реғоу ўши vépos рартіроу. Maprupes 
here, in the light of 112 * 5. 39, denotes those who have borne 

1 ToA«obror, x* W. 
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personal testimony to the faith. Heaven is now crowded with 
these (1223), and the record of their evidence and its reward enters 
into our experience. Such туеумата dixatwy тетеХекомеушу speak 
to us (11% still; we are, or ought to be, conscious of their record, 
which is an encouragement to us (xai nets) ёт ёсҳатоу Tay 
Тмерду rovrov (12). It is what we see in them, not what they 
see in us, that is the writers main point; терікеймеуоу suggests 
that the idea of them as witnesses of our struggle (see the quot. 
from 4 Mac, above) is not to be excluded, but this is merely 
suggested, not developed. Maprvs is already, as іп Rev 218 
etc., beginning to shade off into the red sense of “ martyr” (cp. 
Kattenbusch in Zetsch. für neutest. Wissenschaft, 1903, pp. 1111; 
С. Krüger, zbid., 1916, рр. 264f. ; Reitzenstein in Hermes, 1917, 
рр. 442f., and H. Delehaye in Azalecta Bollandiana, 1921, pp. 
20 Ё), though the writer uses the word with a special application 
here, not as usually of the Christian apostles nor of the prophets, 
but of the heroes and heroines of the People in pre-Christian 
ages. Не does not even call Jesus Christ paprus (as does the 
author of the Johannine apocalypse). 

The meaning of ‘‘ witnesses of our ordeal " (z.e. spectators) is supported by 
passages like Epict. iv. 4. 31, ойдєіѕ 4үшу 1 біха OopíBov "lverav тоХХо0 бей 
троугшуостйв elvat, тоХХо05 [robs] émexpavydfovras, тоХХо05 értordras, тоХХо%5 
0carás, and particularly Longinus, de sublim. xiv. 2, who, in arguing that many 
people catch their inspiration from others, notes: 70 yàp бут: péya тд 
аушисиа, TotoUrov фтот{ӨєтӨої Tv ldlwy Абүшу бікавттриоу kal Өеотроу, Kal 
Еу THALKOUTOLS Hpwot крітаї5 те Kal waprvow iméxew THY "үрафомеуот e00bvas 
тетагхба. In Educational Aims and Methods (p. 28), Sir Joshua Fitch 
writes : ** There is a remarkable chapter in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in 
which the writer unfolds to his countrymen what is in fact a National Portrait 
Gallery, as he enumerates, one by one, the heroes and saints of the Jewish 
history, and adds to his catalogue these inspiring words . . . [He 1122-33]. 
And, finally, he draws this conclusion from his long retrospect . . . (He 12!]. 
How much of the philosophy of history 15 condensed into that single sentence } 
It is suggestive to us of the ethical purpose which should dominate all our 
historical teaching. То what end do we live in a country whose annals are 
enriched by the story of great talents, high endeavours and noble sacrifices, if 
we do not become more conscious of the possibilities of our own life, and 


more anxious to live worthily of the inheritance which has come down to 
us?" 


Мефов (never in this sense in LXX) has its usual Greek mean- 
ing of “host” (Latin nimbus or nubes), as, e.g., in Herod. viii. 
109, уефое rocotro д4убротоу. Іп Oykov ámo0éuevot mávra каї rijv 
едтерістатоу ápaprtav, букоу is thrown first for the sake of 
emphasis: “апу encumbrance that handicaps us." Тһе conjec- 


l The broader conception of the moral life as an athletic contest recurs in 
Epict. iii. 25. 1-3, oxéat, Фу троебоу dpxduevos, Tivwy меу ékpárqaas, тїш» 6” 
oU . . . oU yap дтокуцтеоу тд» ayava TOV меүшютоу dywvitouévois, GANA Kal 
тАлрүй Anwréov’ ой yap (тер wadys kai тағүкратіоу б буф» трбквета/,.. GAN 
umép auras єйтиҳіаѕ kai єйдациоиќаѕ. 


13 
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ture дкуоу (P. Junius) is relevant, but superfluous; sloth is a 
hindrance, but the general sense of буков in this connexion is 
quite suitable. Compare Apul /4ро/0%7а, 19 (“etenim in 
omnibus ad vitae munia utendis quicquid aptam moderationem 
supergreditur, oneri potius quam usui exuberat "), and the evening 
prayer of the Therapeutae (Philo, 27/. Contempl 3) to have their 
souls lightened from той тәу аісбусєшу кай aicÜgrüv Oykov. 
"Oykos had acquired in Greek literature the sense of pride, both 
bad and good, and it has been taken here (so sah= “having 
forsaken all pride") as an equivalent for pride in the sense of 
conceit (fastus), as, e.g., by Bengel and Seeberg. But what the 
readers seem to have been in danger of was not arrogance so 
much as a tendency to grow disheartened. The metaphor is not 
* reducing our weight," though буков had sometimes this associa- 
tion with fleshiness ; it refers to the weight of superfluous things, 
like clothes, which would hinder and handicap the runner. Let 
us strip for the race, says the writer. Put unmetaphorically, 
the thought is that no high end like тіотіе is possible apart 
from a steady, unflinching resolve to do without certain things. 
What these encumbrances are the writer does not say (cp. 
1115.25. 26); he implies that if people will set themselves to the 
course of faith in this difficult world, they will soon discover 
what hampers them. In кої тўи ebmeptorarov åpapriav, the article 
does not imply any specific sin like that of apostasy (v.?5) ; it is 
åpapría in general, any sin that might lead to apostasy (e.g. v.16). 
The sense of еутер(статов can only be inferred from the context 
and from the analogy of similar compounds, for it appears to have 
been a verbal adjective coined by the writer; at any rate no in- 
stance of its use in earlier writers or in the papyri has been as 
yet discovered. Ав the phrase goes with бтобереуов, the intro- 
ductory кой linking thy. . . dpapriav with букоу, ейтер(статов 
probably denotes something like **circumstans nos" (vg), from 
терйстауоы ( = cingere). Тһе ed is in any case intensive. The- 
ophylact suggested “ endangering ” (б. ўу єйкбАш<$ Tis els mepi- 
cTáceus ёитіттє“ ойбеу yàp otw кіубууббее ws ápapria), as though 
it were formed from теріставі (distress or misery). Taken 
passively, it might mean (a) “ popular," or (7) “easily avoided,” 
or (с) “easily contracted." (а) теріптатов may mean what 
people gather round (теристатеш) to admire, as, e.g., in Isokrates, 
de Permut. 135 E, бауратотойоіе тоў... bro TOV üvowrov 
терістатоюе yevopévais, and ефтерістатоу would then = “right 
popular.” This is at апу rate more relevant and pointed than 
(2), from терйсташа, which Chrysostom once suggested (тту 
ейкбАвв Tepucrapevyy yas 3) THY єйкбАш$ Tepicracw Ovvap.évyv 
zaÜev: padAov 62 тобто, padiov уар «йу бӨАвиеу тергуеуесбал THs 
биарт(ав), though терістатов does mean “admired,” and дтерг- 
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ттато$ is sometimes, by way of contrast, unsupported." On the 
other hand, дтєрістатос may mean ‘‘unencumbered,” as in the 
contrast drawn by Maximus of Tyre (Diss. xx.) between the 
simple life (árov Bov каї атерістатоу kai éAevbepias émyijoXov) 
and a Ше rd офу дтАФ АЛА” åvaykaíw Kai теристасеоу уќроиті. 
The former life he declares was that of the golden age, before 
men worried themselves with the encumbrances of civilization. 
In the light of this, ейтерістотов might mean “which sorely 
hinders ” (ie. active), a sense not very different from (vg) “сіг- 
cumstans nos,” or “which at all times is prepared for us" (syr). 
(с) is suggested by Theodoret, who rightly takes 7) dpuapria as 
generic, and defines ейтерістатоу as eükóAos озлстамеутуу те Kat 
ywopévqv. Kal yàp бфбаЛрбе Sercaletar, dxoy karaÜéXyerat, бф 
yapyapi£erai, kai үХФаса раста Oto Üaive, koi б Хуро тері 
тб xeipov 6gvpporos. But **easily caught” is hardly tense enough 
for the context. Wetstein, harking back to терістотов and mepi- 
стаси, connects the adjective with the idea of the heroic on- 
lookers. *'Peccatum uestrum seu defectio a doctrina Christi 
non in occulto potest committi et latere ; non magis quam lapsus 
cursoris, sed conspicietur ab omnibus. Cogitate iterum, specta- 
tores adesse omnes illos heroas, quorum constantiam laudaui, 
quo animo uidebunt lapsum uestrum? qua fronte ante oculos 
ipsorum audebitis tale facinus committere?" But “ореп” or 
* conspicuous" is, again, too slight and light a sense. If any 
conjecture had to be accepted, едтерістаХАтоу would be the best. 
Cp. the schol. on Ziad, ii. 183 (ато бё xAeivav Bare), xAatva 
rerp&yovos хХарі 1) eis 020 Алтуоиса: àáméBaXe бе айту dia то 
evrepiataAtov. Hence Bentley's note: ‘‘Lego туу vmép ixavóv 
ámapríav . . . immo potius ейтерістаАтоу drapriav.” In Soph. 
Ajax, 821, the hero says of the sword on which he is about to 
fall, “I have fixed it in the ground, ed wepioreiAas, right care- 
fully.” The verbal adjective would therefore mean, in this 
connexion, “ close-clinging,” while дтартіву (= burden) would be 
practically a synonym for букоу. 

Tpéxwpev . . . ádopàvres, for the motive-power in life comes 
from inward convictions. What inspires Christians to hold out 
and to endure is their vision of the unseen (cp. Herodian, v. 
б. 7, 6 8 "Avrovivos дєє. . e és тє TOV беду ázofjAérov каї rovs 
xaAvovs àvréxov TOV Urmov' тасау тє THY 000v 1)vve треоу ёртоћу 
болтоо афорду тє cis TO трбобеу то? Oeod), as the writer has 
already shown (111). Tòv mpoketgevov Ту dyava 15 built on the 
regular (p. 193) phrase for a course being set or assigned ; e.g. 
Lucian in de Afercede Conduct. 11, cot 06 6 ®тёр THs yvyrs дуфу 
kal ӛтер йтаутоѕ TOU Biov Tore zpoketaÜa. бок: Plato's Laches, 
182a, ob yàp dyüvos abAntai spev кай èv ois тшу 6 дуфу 
mpoxeirat ктА, and Josephus, Axt. vill. 12. 3, ot троквцмеушу avrots 


106 THE EPISTLE ТО THE HEBREWS XII. 1, 2. 


áÜXov, éràv тері ть втоубдаооочу, ov SiarEtToVat тері TOUT évepyyotvres. 
For á$opüvres eis (v.?), see Epictetus, ii. 19, where the philosopher 
says he wishes to make his disciples free and happy, «is tov @Qeov 
áQopOvras v тауті kai pikp@ kai jeyáAo. Ап almost exact parallel 
occurs in the epitaph proposed by the author of 4 Мас (17!) 
for the Maccabean martyrs, ot kai ё0{кусау rò éÜvos cis Өебу 
афорфутєѕ кої péypt Üavárov tas Bacdvovs tropetvaytes. "Афордау 
implies the same concentrated ! attention as dmofAérev (see оп 
1126): “with no eyes for any one or anything except Jesus.” 
"тооду comes at the end of the phrase, as in 2°, and especially 
3'; the terms тб» ris тістеше dpxnydv Kai TeAeworv describe 
him as the perfect exemplar of піст: in his earthly life (cp. 219), 
as the supreme pioneer (ápxnyós as in 219 though here as the 
pioneer of personal faith, not as the author of our faith) and the 
perfect embodiment of faith (тє\єгштїс, a term apparently coined 
by the writer). He has realized faith to the full, from start to 
finish. TeXecwrjs does not refer to reAcewHdow in 1140; it does 
not imply that Jesus “ perfects” our faith by fulfilling the divine 
promises. 

In $$ ávri tis mpokepevns адтФ xop&s, the yapa is the unselfish 
joy implied in 28 9, “that fruit of his self-sacrifice which must be 
presupposed in order that the self-sacrifice should be a reason- 
able transaction. Self-sacrificing love does not sacrifice itself 
but for an end of gain to its object ; otherwise it would be folly. 
Does its esteeming as a reward that gain to those for whom it 
suffers, destroy its claim to being self-sacrifice? Мау, that which 
seals its character as self-sacrificing love is, that this to it is a 
satisfying reward” (M'Leod Campbell, Zhe Nature of the Atone- 
ment, р. 23). As Epictetus bluntly put it, «йу м) êv то аўтоф 7 
тб є0сє85 kai cupdépor, od Svvatat cwOjva Tò evoeBes ev Tw 
(i. 27. 14). So, in the Odes of Solomon 318-12, Christ says: 


“They condemned me when I stood up... 
But I endured and held my peace, 
that I might not be moved by them. 
But I stood unshaken like a firm rock, 
that is beaten by the waves and endures. 
And I bore their bitterness for humility’s sake; 
that I might redeem my people and inherit it.” 


Hence åvri (as in v.18 àvri Врөсеов: cp. Plato’s Menex. 237 А, 
dvopas ayafovs émawobvres, 05... THY TEAEUTHY àvri THS TOV Cov- 
Tov сөттрівв ҰАЛабҒауто) means, “(о secure.” The sense of 


1 Epictetus, in his praise of Herakles (iii. 24), declares that his hero lived 
and worked with a firm faith in Zeus the Father. “Не considered that 
Zeus was his own father; he called Zeus father, and did everything with his 
eyes fixed on Zeus (трде еке(уоу ddopav Етраттеу à érparrer).” 
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трокешеууе (cp. v.!) tells against the rendering of ӛуті . . . yapas 
as ** instead of the joy which had been set before him,” as though 
the idea were that of 112526 either the renunciation of his pre- 
incarnate bliss (so Wetstein, von Soden, Windisch, Goodspeed, 
etc., recently), or the renunciation of joy in the incarnate life (so 
Chrysostom, Calvin), z.e. the natural pleasure of avoiding the way 
of the cross. This is a Pauline idea (2 Co 89, Phil 26 7), which 
the writer might have entertained; but (p. 1) he never hints at it 
elsewhere, and the other interpretation tallies with the idea of 
259, Inspired by this, Jesus ómépewe ( + тду, р! D*) стаорби— 
as we might say in English “а cross." Aristotle (Wik. Eth. ix. 
1, 2) declares that courage is praiseworthy just because it involves 
pain, хаХетфтероу yap та Ауттра tropeévery 1) то ђдёши 4техеобош: 
no doubt the end in view is pleasant (rò ката тӯи avdpetav réAos 
780, cp. He 1211), but the end is not always visible. In aiexórqs 
katappovyjaas it is not the horrible torture of the crucifixion, but 
its stinging indignity (cp. Gal 313 for an even darker view), which 
is noted as a hard thing; it was a punishment for slaves and 
criminals, for men of whom the world felt it was well rid (cp. 
1198), But Jesus did not allow either the dread or the experience 
of this to daunt him. Не rose above “indignity and contumely, 
that is to say, all that would most touch that life which man has 
in the favour of man, and which strikes more deeply than 
physical infliction, because it goes deeper than the body— wound- 
ing the spirit" (M‘Leod Campbell, The Nature of the Atonement, 
рр. 229, 230). Musonius (ed. Hense, x.) defined 8р or aicxvvy 
as otov Ло:дортбтуси 7] тАтуйуай 1) ёрттос vat, Фу тб хаХетфтатоу 
mAnyat. But the special aiexóvq here is that of crucifixion. 
This, says the writer, Jesus did not allow to stand between him 
and loyalty to the will of God. It is one thing to be sensitive to 
disgrace and disparagement, another thing to let these hinder us 
from doing our duty. Jesus was sensitive to such emotions; he 
felt disgrace keenly. But instead of allowing these feelings to 
cling to his mind, he rose above them. This is the force of kata- 
фроуйоо< here, as in the last clause of St. Philip of Neri's well- 
known maxim, “ Ѕрегпеге mundum, spernere te ipsum, spernere 
te sperni It is the only place in the NT where катафрогегу is 
used in a good sense (true and false shame are noted in 
Sir 479?! тері tis үл соъ py alo xvvOgs^ gor yap айтуу ёта- 
уоуиса драртіау, kai ёстіу ala xov 00a кої хара). The climax is 
put in one of the writer's favourite quotations from the psalter ; 
only this time he uses xexd@ixev (perfect here alone for the more 
usual aorist, 1 8! 101?) = and so has entered on his хара. 

Jesus thus had to suffer worse than anything you have had to 
bear; this is the thought of vv.® 4, which round off the first 
movement of the appeal in 121 ;— 
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3 Compare him who steadily endured (Әторереуткбта) all that hostility 
from sinful men, so аз to keep your own hearts from fainting and failing, 
4 You have not had to shed blood yet in the struggle against sin. 


The writer assumes, as in 5%, a close knowledge of the 
Passion story. Before proceeding to argue that suffering is a 
fruitful discipline, with which God honours them (v.45), һе re- 
minds them that as yet they have not had to face the worst (v.4). 
The metaphor of the race-course dies away into the general 
military metaphor of v.t, where ápapría is half-personified as 
in 318. *AvadoyicacQe 1 (the yap is corroborative: ‘yes, ауоХо- 
үісасдє ” ктА.) is more than katavonoate (31): * consider him and 
compare his treatment at the hands of these sinners (dpaptwAdv 
as in Mk 14*!) with what you are called to suffer." Tovadtnv echoes 
отаурду and aicxurys, and is explained by péxpis о?ратов in the next 
verse, while úmopepevnkóra is another aoristic perfect like кєкабгкеу. 

"Avtthoyiav is used here of active opposition, as in Ps 1744 
(боса ме 62 ávriXoyiiv. Xaot), where х R read арт:Лоуѓаѕ, and 
in the papyri (eg. 71. Р. 138 [1 Bc] аутАоу ш раҳу). 
Like the verb (cp. Jn 1012, Ко 10?!), the noun covers more than 
verbal opposition, as in Nu 20!? and Jude ! тӯ avriAoyia тоо Коре. 
The words eis aóróv (or éavróv, A P уг"! etc.: in semetipsum, 
vg.) have no special emphasis; all the writer means to say is 
that Jesus himself, Jesus in his own person, had to encounter 
malevolent opposition. 


This 15 one of the places at which textual corruption began early. Тһе 
curious 2.2. éavrois finds early support in к“ D* (aùroús, р! к 33. 256. 1288. 
1319*. 1739. 2127 Lat syr"€ boh Orig.) ; p? к* and D* go wrong here as in 
11%, D* and Lat asat 1123 (insertion). It is extremely unlikely that the read- 
ing arose from a recollection of passages like Nu 16%? (Korah, Dathan, and 
Abiram) Фуіасау ra Tvpeia TOv биартоХФу тодтшу év (i.e. at the cost of) rats 
yvxais abrGv, or Pr 886 oi dé els еме üpaprávovres ёсєВодсіх els Tas бамтду yvxás. 
The notion that ап evil-doer really injured himself was a commonplace (e.g. 
M. Aurel. 9* 6 диартауоу éavrQ üpaprávewv б ddcxGv éavróv ddixet, the remark 
of Chrysippus quoted by Plutarch in de Stoic. repugn. xvi., ddixetobar 0d 
éavToU тд» 4бикобрта, kal афтду décxety, bray АХХоу adixy, Aristotle in Magn. 
Moral, 1196a, 6 dpa тадта ph трбттоу adcxetavrdy, and Xen. Hellen. i. 7. 10, 
Зиартткбтав Ta меүшато els 0coós re kal buds адто0); Philo works it out in 
quod deter, 15, 16. But there is no point in suggesting here, as this reading 
does, that the адартоЛоі were acting against their better selves, unconsciously 
injuring their own souls, as they maltreated Jesus. The writer deals with sin 
in a more straightforward and direct way, and, in spite of all arguments to the 
contrary (e.g. by Westcott, von Soden, Seeberg, Peake, Wickham), this 
seems a far-fetched idea here. It is like the similar interpretation of éavrovs 
in 10%, a piece of irrelevant embroidery; it '*looks like the conceit which 
some reader wrote upon his margin" (A. B. Davidson). Theodoret took els 
éavroós with ávaXoyícac0e —*'think to yourselves." Which is not natural, 
though the Ethiopic version follows this interpretation. In some early 
versions (e.g. sah arm) neither els éavróv nor els éavroós seems to be implied. 


і 'AvaNoy(gouat, though not a LXX term, hegins to be used in Hellenistic 
Judaism (c.g, Ps.-Sol 87 cvedoyioduny rà kplpara тэй бео0) in a religious sense. 
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In tva . . . éxNvópevot, éxAvdpevor (€xAeAvpevoe pl? D*) might 
go with rats Vvxats (gv (cp. Polybius, xx. 4. 7, où póvov Tots 
сомдаса ФжАубұсау, ААД каї rats Wuyais), as readily as карте 
(cp. Job то! каруо бё тӯ уму? pov) Both verbs connect with 
it, to express the general sense of inward exhaustion and faint- 
heartedness ; indeed, Aristotle uses both to describe runners 
relaxing and collapsing, once the goal has been passed: еті rots 
комтттрачу (at the goal of the race, not till then) éxvéovor каї 
exAvovTat’ троорфутев yap TO тера où Kapvovar трдтероу (Aet. 
li. 9. 2). In v.t ойто (уар 15 superfluously added by DL 440. 
491. 823 arm sah boh) ктА. does not necessarily imply that they 
would be called upon to shed their blood in loyalty to their 
faith, as if martyrdom was the inevitable result of tenacity. Nor 
is the writer blaming them; he does not mean to suggest that if 
they had been truly decided for God against the world, they 
would by this time have suffered рёҳр:ѕ aipatos. Не is shaming 
them, not blaming them. “ Your sufferings have been serious and 
sharp (10%f), but nothing to what others before you, and especi- 
ally Jesus, have had to bear. Will you give way under a lesser 
strain than theirs?" Тһе coming of the messiah was to be 
heralded by birth-pangs of trouble for his adherents on earth, 
and it might be supposed that the writer implies here: “Тһе 
Coming Опе (1077) is near (1226), as is evident from your woes ; 
do not fail, but be ready for him." But this line of thought is 
not worked out elsewhere by the writer, and is not necessary to 
his argument at this point. To fight péxypis atparos is to resist 
to the death; cp. the cry of Judas Maccabaeus to his troops 
(2 Mac 1315), ауоуісас да: péxpt Üavárov. | Méxpis аїдато< has the 
same meaning of a mortal combat, eg. in Heliod. vii. 8, 77s 
péxpis ойратов a Tág eus. 

Note another case of rhetorical alliteration in atu. бутик. . . . бшарт. 
dvraywufiuevoe (ср. Clem. Hom. iv. 5, mpós тосайдтпу бдуашу ávra'ycvi- 
сасдаг), and the use of dvraywriféc@at above (v.!) іп the quot. from 4 Мас. 

The connexion of thought in vv.5* is: God has not yet asked 
from you the supreme sacrifice (v.*), and, besides (vv.5-), any 
demand he makes upon your courage is in your highest 
interests. 

5 Д have you forgotten the word of appeal that reasons with you as 
SOE 9 - 


“ My son, never make light of the Lord's discipline, 
never faint (éxr\vov) under his reproofs ; 

6 for the Lord disciplines the man he loves, 
and scourges every son he receives.’ 


7 Jt ts for discipline that you have to endure. God is treating you as sons ; 
for where ts the son who is not disciplined by his father? 8 Discipline ts the 
portion (péToyo yeyóvacsı, as 3)4) of all; if you get no discipline, then you are 
not sons, but bastards. 9 Why, we had Jathers of our flesh to discipline us, 


200 THE EPISTLE TO THETHEBREWS [ XII. 5. 


and we ytelded to them! Shall we not far more submit to the Father of our 
spirits, and so live? 19 For while their discipline was only for a time, and 
inflicted at their pleasure, he disciplines us for our good, that we may share in 
his own holiness. M Discipline always seems for the time to be a thing of 
pain, not of joy ; but those who are trained by it reap the fruit of it afterwards 
in the peace of an upright life. 

With the interrogative каї ёк\ё\тобє «rà. (v.5) the writer 
opens his next argument and appeal. АП such ropo means 
a divine ta:deta or moral training, which we have the honour of 
receiving from God. Instead of adducing the example of Jesus, 
however (see on 5^5), he quotes from the book of Proverbs 
(уу.5° 6), and then applies the general idea (vv.^1). “ExAav@a- 
уєс дог (not a LXX term) in у.5 is slightly stronger than the more 
common émAavGaveo$ar, though it may be rhetorically chosen 
for the sake of assonance after éxAvópevoi Тһе mapàákAqgous is 
personified rhetorically ; “Hris (25) ópiv (for the scripture applies 
to all believers) Фе vuiots 9raMéyera.. It is the zapakAgous of 
God, who speaks as a father to his son (vié pov), though in the 
original *son" is merely the pupil of the sage (personifying 
the divine wisdom). ПаракАлут in Alexandrian Judaism “is 
the regular term for ‘an appeal’ to an individual to rise to the 
higher life of philosophy” (Conybeare’s ed. of Philo’s de vit. 
Contempl., р. гот). Тһе quotation is from Pr 311-12 (A): 


vié, pn dAtyope marðeias Kupiov, 
poe ékAvov Әт” abtov ФЛеухдиеуов" 

бу yap ауата Күріов тадебе (Әлеухе, В) 
мавтгуоі бе таута vióv ду mapadéxerat. 


After vid, pov is added (except by D* 31 Old Latin, Clem.), but 
otherwise the citation is word for word. Philo (De Congressu. 
Erud. 31) quotes the same passage to prove that discipline and 
hardship are profitable for the soul (ovres dpa 7) ётїтА\л]д Kat 
vovÜecta кайду vevópioTat ote Ov avrüs 7) mpos Üeóv OpoAoyia 
cvyyéveu. yiverat, ті yàp olkeiórepov vi татрбв ї vioU татрі;). The 
LXX contains a double mistranslation. (a) It is at least doubt- 
ful if the Hebrew text of the second line means “ be not weary 
of”; the alternative is a parallel to the ed line, “ ѕсогп not.” 
(д) It 15 certain that the second line of v. 5 originally тап, We 
afflicts the man іп whom he delights," or ** and delights in him as 
a father in his son.” Our writer, following the free LXX version, 
notes the twofold attitude of men under hardship. They may 
determine to get through it and get over it, as if it had no 
relation to God, seeing nothing of him in it. Stronger natures 
take this line; they summon up a stoical courage, which dares 
the world to do its worst to them. This is óMyepety mardeias 
Kupiov. It ignores any divine meaning іп the rough experience. 
Other natures collapse weakly (éxMéew); they see God in the 
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trial, but he seems too hard upon them, and they break down 
in self-pity, as if they were victims of an unkind piovidence. 
'EAeyxóp.evos . . . matSever is used, as in Rev 3!? (бооу éàv 
Piro Xéyxo каї maÑevw), of pointing out and correcting faults ; 
pacrtyot, as in Judith 827 (eis vov@ernow paarvyot Kýpros rovs 
éyyilovras air®) and often elsewhere; параёёҳєтои, in the sense 
of Lk 15% In fact, the temper inculcated in this passage 
resembles that of Ps.-Sol 1611, where the writer prays: 


yoyyvopóv. kai SAcyoyrvxíav еу бм е, pükpvvov ёт ёро?, 
edv dpaptiow еу TO OE толдебеу eis ётстрофти 

еу TO eheyxer ба лоху еу хері capias avis -— 

Еу Td trropetvar діколоу èv roúrois éhenFyoerar vmó kvpiov. 


In eis точбе(ау óvopévere (у.7), with which the writer begins his 
application of the text, the vigour 1s lost by the change of eis 
into ef (in a group of late cursives, including 5. 35. 203. 226°. 
DES 20205. зто 2020407. 500. $47. 023. 794. 917. 1310. 
1831. 1801. 1898. 2127. 2143 + Theophyl.), and фтоцёгєтє is 
indicative, not imperative.’ To endure rightly, one must endure 
intelligently ; there is a reason for it in God's relations with us 
(бе шісі Оргу mpoapépetar). Просфёрєтах (ср. .Sy/. 37113,1 A.D.) 
is а non-biblical Greek term for “treating” or “handling” 
(* tractare, agere cum”); ср. .Sy//. 37113,1 A.D., and Latyschev’s 
Inscript. Antig. Orae Septentrionalis, i 1. 22% E меу fj ukuorats 
троофердиуов ws 466Аф06 . . . rots 66 mattv 05 таттр); Tis goes 
with viós, as in Mt 7? (ris ёстіу èé pôv dvôpwros) etc., and èstu 
after vids is rightly omitted by N* A P W 104. 256 vg sah Origen. 

A mood of bitter scepticism about the discipline of provi- 
dence recurs in some contemporary Roman writers ; both Lucan 
(Pharsalia, iv. 807 f., “ Felix Roma quidem, civesque habitura 
beatos, | si libertatis. superis tam cura placeret | quam uindicta 
placet ») and Tacitus (7%. 1. 3, “пес enim umquam atroci- 
oribus populi Romani cladibus magisve iustis indiciis adprobatum 
est non esse curae deis securitatem nostram, esse ultionem ") 
speak as if the gods showed an unpaternal vindictiveness. But 
the idea of a fatherly providence was far-spread, both within and 
without Judaism. When our author argues: “You think that 
if God were fatherly, he would spare you these hardships? Оп 
the contrary, they are the proof of his wise affection "—he is not 
far from Seneca’s position (in the de Providentia, iv. 7) : “ hos 
itaque deus quos probat, quos amat, indurat recognoscit, 
exercet.” And in 2 Mac 61 the author bids his readers re- 


1D takes eis macdelay with the foregoing тарабехетов, as Hofmann does 
with paoreyot. This leaves (тошеуете (?тоивіуате D) in quite an effective 
opening position for the next sentence ; but it is not the writer's habit to end 
a quotation with some outside phrase. 
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member tas tipwpias uù mpds OÀ«Üpov, МАА, mpós талдау To) 
yévovs "àv elva. According to Sanhedr. тота (cp. Sifre, Deut. 
32), Rabbi Akiba comforted R. Eliezer on his sick-bed by 
explaining to him that “chastisements are precious," whereas 
the other three rabbis who accompanied him had only praised the 
sick man for his piety. There is a fine passage in Philo's guod 
deter. potiori insid. soleat, 39-40, where he argues that discipline 
at God's hands is better than being left to oneself in sin and 
folly ; езтухестерой 02 кай kpeírrovs TOv дуетітротейтоу véwv oi 
paora меу етістасіо каї dpyns абжфеутев фусикӯӣс, Йу ol yevvý- 
саутес ётї Tékvows кєкАршутол . . . ікетейдиеу otv Tov бебу oi 
guveonoe TOv oikeiwy дбікциатоу ФЛеухбиеуог, | koAdaat peas 
иёЛЛоу 3) mapeivar. Similarly, in de sacrificantibus, 11, he writes 
of parental care, human and divine, apropos of Deut 141 (vioi 
есте kvpio TO Ged pov) буАоудті mpovoias каї куденоуіов Аа6иобу- 
gopevor THS ws ёк marpds’ ў бе emipédeta тософтоу біююісей THS ёт" 
аубрфтоу Осоутер, ойша, kai 6 eryseAovpevos д:афёре. Compare 
М. Aur. i. 17, тб архоуті каї татрі Фтотахбйуал, ðs ёдєААє таута 
Tov тфоу adaipyoev pov (ср. у. 31). When the king asks, in 
the Epist. Arist. 248, what is the supreme instance of neglect 
(4реЛео), the Jew answers, ef текушу ddpovtis tis ety, koi м) ката 
таута TpOmov дуауеу aomevdor. .. тб 6% 2табасбоі тад ау 
оофросуууе м«тасуеіу, Oeod duvdmet тото yiverat. 


Jerome writes in his letter (LE22s/. xxii. 39) to Eustochium : ‘‘ haec est 
sola retributio, cum sanguis sanguine conpensatur et redempti cruore Christi 
pro redemptore libenter occumbimus. quis sanctorum sine certamine corona- 
tus est? Abel justus occiditur ; Abraham uxorem periclitatur amittere, et, 
ne in inmensum uolumen extendam, quaere et invenies singulos diuersa per- 
pessos. solus in deliciis Salomon fuit et forsitan ideo corruit. quem enim 
diligit dominus, corripit; castigat autem omnem filium, quem recipit." He 
often quotes this verse (6) in his letters of counsel and warning. Thus in 
lxviii. I he prefixes it with the remark, “ magna ira est, quando peccantibus 
non irascitur deus." Тһе modern parallel would be Browning's hero in 
Christmas-Eve and Easter- Day (pt. 2, xxxiii.), who is 


‘happy that I can 
Be crossed and thwarted as a man, 
Not left in God's contempt apart, 
With ghastly smooth life.” 


In v.8 mávres (sc. viol yvyjowor) recalls тбута vióv (у.б). Nd@or 
are children born out of wedlock, who are left to themselves ; 
the father is not sufficiently interested in them to inflict on 
them the discipline that fits his legitimate children for their 
place in the home. Né@os (not a LXX term) seems to mean 
born of mixed marriages, in Wis 43 (cp. Aristoph. Birds, 1650- 
1652, у00о5 yap el кой yvijatos . . . Фу уе Ееууе yvvawós). So Philo 
compares polytheists and lovers of material pleasure to rôv ёк 
mopvns àmokvyÜévrov (de Confus. ling. 28), as distinguished from 
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the sons of God. The double éore (not re) makes the sentence 
more vivid ; the writer supposes an actual case. In vv.® 10 the 
writer simply develops this idea of mei8eta, comparing the 
human and the divine methods. Hence «tra cannot mean here 
“further” (deinde); it is “besides,” in the sense that it brings 
out another element in the conception. 

Eira might be taken interrogatively (—itane or siccine), to introduce 
an animated question (as often in Plato, e.g. Zeges, 9646, Theat. 207d, 
Sophist. 2225), though we should expect а 8é in the second clause here or a 
kat before où поло раХЛХоу. Kypke suggests that elra=el бе (quodsi) as, 
eg., in Jos. B.J. iii. 8. 5, «Іт àv меу apavicy тї dvOpwrov таракатабткту, 
) Gud ra« како. 

flei8evrjs only occurs once in the LXX, and there as a de- 
scription of God (Hos 5? éyw бё saióevrijs vpov); in 4 Mac 9? 
(б толбеуті)в yépov) it is applied to а man, as in Ко 2%. Koi 
ёуєтрєтбреда (reverebamur," vg), we submitted respectfully to 
them (the object of the verb being тпатёроѕ), as in Mt 217, not, 
we amended our ways (as in LXX, eg. 2 Ch 74 and Philo's 
quaest. in Gen. 49 то м) ápaprávev pòv то тарамеуюютоу дуабоу” 
TO áp.aprávovra évrpaz vat Gvyyéves екейоо). Іп ой поћ ра ХХоу, 
the more common modh@ is read by D° K L, and after толу a 
few authorities (pl? N^ D* 1739 Origen) supply the бе which is 
strictly required after the preceding реу. ‘The description of 
God as rà татрі rüy mvevpdtwy is unexpected. In the vocabulary 
of Hellenistic Judaism God is called ó то» vvevpárov kai таст 
éfovaías óvváargs (2 Mac 3?*), and “ Lord of spirits ” is a favourite 
Enochic title; but “spirits” here cannot mean angels (cp. Nu 
1622). Тһе contrast between тойс tis соркде matépas and то 
татрі TOv туеурбтоу denotes God as the author of man’s spiritual 
being; the expression 1s quite intelligible as a statement of 
practical religion, and is only rendered ambiguous when we read 
into it later ideas about traducianism and creationism, which 
were not in the writer’s mind. Shall we not submit to Him, the 
writer asks, каї býoopev (ср. 1038 бутет)? “ Monemur hoc verbo 
nihil esse nobis magis exitiale quam si nos in Dei obsequium 
tradere recusemus” (Calvin). In v.?? the assumption that the 
readers were mature men (etxopev, У.9) is made explicit by трде 
óXtyas fpépas (till we became men). Про here, as in Wis 169 
(cis уоибев(соу 66 mpós дАҒуоу Фтарахбусау) etc., means duration ; 
it is not final, as if the parental discipline were with a view to 
the short, earthly life alone. Kata тд 90xoüv aürois (as they 
chose) refers to the arbitrariness of the patria potestas. — '* Parents 
may err, but he is wise," as the Scottish metrical paraphrase 
puts it. 


The writer has in mind the familiar фата potestas of the Romans, as in 
Terence's Heauton Timoroumenos (100: ‘‘vi et via pervolgata patrum" ; 
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204-207: ''parentum iniuriae unius modi sunt ferme . . . atque haec sunt 
tamen ad virtutem omnia?), where one father is confessing to another how he 
had mishandled his boy (99f. : ** ubi rem rescivi, coepi non humanitus neque 
ut animum decuit aegrotum adulescentuli tractare"). Compare the remark 
of the Persian officer in Xenophon's Cyro?aed?a (ii. 2. 14), who argued that a 
man who set himself to make people laugh did less for them than a man who 
made them weep, and instanced Ѓа(Һегѕ—кЛаўиас‹ меу ye kal татёрєѕ viois 
cwppoctvyy unxavavrat, This is wholesome correction. But it was not 
always so. ‘‘Qur postremo filio suscenseam, patres ut faciunt ceteri?" old 
Demaenetus asks, in the 452722720 (49) of Plautus. Ovid’s “© durus pater” 
(Amores, i. 15. 17) was more than a tradition of literature. Pliny tells us, 
for example, that he had once to remonstrate with a man who was thrashing 
his son for wasting money on horses and dogs (£77. ix. 12): ‘‘haec tibi 
admonitus immodicae seueritatis exemplo pro amore mutuo scripsi, ne 
quando tu quoque filium tuum acerbius duriusque tractares." There is also 
the story told by Aelian ( Var. Hist. ix. 33) about the youth who, when asked 
by his father what he had learned from Zeno, was thrashed for failing to 
show anything definite, and then calmly replied that he had learned stoically 
to put up with a father's bad temper (ёфт penabynxévar Qépew брүйр татершу 
kal uù ayavaxretvy), Sons, says Dio Chrysostom (xv. 240 M), rpégovrac 
waves /тд TOV татершр kal maiovrat médAaKts ùr айтду. The general point 
of view is put by Epictetus (Enchiridion, 30, marp srw’ bwaryopeverat 
emipeneto даг, тарохорейу ardvrwv, ávéxea0a« Nocdopotvros, walovros), and the 
connexion of “Ше” with таба іп Pr 418 ел«ХаВо0 6и95 radeias, и dos, 
GANA ффАа$о> abri] ceavrQ els фо» тоу: Pr 6% AUxvos ёитоћ) vóuov kal pôs, 
kal 0605 (wíjs kal Әлеухов kal тода, and Sir 4)", 


Now for the contrast. “0 $e (God; sc. matdevet ўра) еті тӛ 
оорфероу (cp. т Со 127; Ер. Arist. 125, avuBovAevóvrov тро 
тд оэифероу тәу (Xov), which is explained in eis тӛ ретаХЛафеіу 
(cp. 67) tis dyidtyTos афтод. “Аүктце is а rare term, which 
begins to appear late in Hellenistic Judaism (e.g. 2 Mac 15? то? 
таута é$opüvros pe’ aylotntos: Test. Levi 3* %терауо тд 
аугбтэтоѕ), and, except as a 7.7. in 2 Co 112, occurs nowhere else 
in the NT. Неге it denotes the divine life, to share in which is 
the outcome of ó Gytacpds oF xopis о0бвіс Opera. (Ze. have a 
direct experience of) тд» корку (v.14). Тһе writer, in this contrast, 
15 simply arguing that the divine education, which involves some 
suffering, as all толбе(о, does, is more worthy of obedience from 
mature pcople than even the parental discipline to which, for all 
its faults ot temper, they submitted during childhood. Тһе say- 
ings of Isokrates, that while the roots of таео were bitter, its 
fruits were sweet, was a commonplace of ancient morals; the 
writer is going to develop it in a moment. Meantime he alludes 
to the equally well-known truth that тодеіа might involve severe 
physical treatment. 


Two exaniples may be added of this doctrine that education involves a 
discipline which sometimes requires the infliction of pain. Maximus of Tyre 
(Diss. iv. 7), in arguing that the desire to give pleasure is by no means an in- 
variable proof of true affection, asks: giAotow бе rov kal тайда татерев kal 
бабдакаХог padyrds’ kal ті àv єї) диарбтероу 1) тод! татр kal рабат біб4с- 
каХов; so Philo argues in de AMzgrat. Abrah. 20, вофровистоу ws Coxe тойтф 
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égri тд ÉÜos, waidaywyar, didackdd\wy, "yovécwv, mpecBurépwr, üpxóvrwv, vduwr* 
óveiü((ovres yap, tare 5 ӛтоу kal koNágovres Exacrot ToUTwv áye(vovs ras Wuxas 
dmepyafovrar TOv TaiÓcvouévov, Kal éxOpós меу ovdeis ovdevl, (Xo. бё тайа: 
mavres, In de parent. col. 4, he explains, 0:0 rovr ё$єттї rots marpásı kal 
катзүорєіу T ps Tous waidas kal едВрбестероу vovÜezeiv kal, ei wy rais де акофу 
dTetNats Urelxovot, rTUmTEU Kal троттХок( (еш kal karaóety, 

In У.) the writer sums up what he has been saying since v.5. 
Discipline or тго4бе(о mpds тд тарбу (a classical Greek phrase = for 
the moment, e.g. Thuc. ii. 22, ópày avrovs трбе тд тарбу ҳаћєтаі- 
vovras) où (mâs . . . ob — absolute negative, not any) ŝoke? (to 
human feelings and judgment) xapâs «уа: àÀÀà Мт (to be a 
matter of, «(уал with gen. as in 10%). 

Паста меу (х* Р 33. 93) and таса $ (p? xe A Dc Н K L V 6. 326. 929. 
1288. 1836 vg syr boh Chrys. etc.) practically mean the same thing, for the 
Ме» is concessive ( ** of course" ) and 06 is metabatic. But probably it was the 
awkwardness of the double деу that led to the alteration of this one. The other 
readings, таса yap (Cosm. (221 C) Jer. Aug.) and таға (D* 104. 460. 917 arm 
eth Orig. Cosm. (376 D)) are obviously inferior attempts to clear up the passage. 

“Үстероу бе (cp. Pr 5% 4 (of the harlot) ў mpòs корду Auraiver 
cov ápvyya' VaTepov pevTor тикротероу ҳоћ№]ѕ eopyaes), but later 
on discipline yields fruit; it is not a stone flung down arbitrarily 
on human life, but a seed. Ву kapmóv etpgqvikór Scxaroadvns the 
writer means fruit (картоѕ as often = result or outcome), which 
consists in (genit. of apposition) ducaroovvy (as in 117 a generic 
term for the good life as a religious relationship to God). But 
why eipqvikóv? Possibly in contrast to the restiveness and pain 
(Aims) of the period of discipline, when people are being trained 
(yeyupvacpévors); when the discipline does its perfect work, 
there is no friction between the soul and God. But there is also 
the suggestion of "saving" or “blissful.” Philo quotes Pr 
311.12 (see above on у.5) as a saying of Solomon zke peaceful 
(eipnvexos) ; the significance of this he finds in the thought that 
subjection and obedience are really a wholesome state for people 
who are inclined to be self-assertive, uncontrolled, and quarrel- 
some. He thinks that Noah is rightly called by a name denoting 
rest, since petiacw Ņpepatov бё kai yovyalovta kai атаберду еті бе 
каї віртуікоу [tov oi каХокфуаб ау тєтцилукдтєсѕ (Адғай. 5). То 
take еірумкоу in some such sense (salutaris) would yield a good 
interpretation ; and this is confirmed by the similar use of eipygvg 
in v.!4 and of the adjective in з Mac 6%, where the Jews, in the 
ecstasy of their relief, хороое өзуістауто evjpocovvgs eipyvixis 
anueov. Those who stand their training reap a safe, sound life 
at last. In its social aspect, eipgvukóv could only refer to the 
brotherly love of the community; the writer might be throwing 
out a hint to his readers, that suffering was apt to render people 
irritable, impatient with one another’s faults. The later record 
even of the martyrs, for example, shows that the very prospect of 
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death did not always prevent Christians from quarrelling in 
prison. This may be the meaning of віруумкдуіп Ја 318, but it is 
out of keeping with the present context. 

A close parallel to v.!! is the saying of Aristotle (see above, for the similar 
remark of Isokrates), quoted by Diog. Laertius (v. I. 18): 74% matdelas ёфт 
ras меу р{{а$ elvat mexpas, yAuKets бе robs kapmoís. In Epist. Arist. 232, 
Tous yap ат” aùrĝs (2,6. Suxacogvvys) üAvm(av karackevágew, though the ddumla 
here is freedom from misfortune. Clem. Alex. (Strom. vii. то. 56), after 
speaking of the time when we are delivered from the chastisements and 
punishments ås ёк rà» auaprnudtrwy els толбеіар Фтомеуомеу swrhpiov [He 
127) adds: ped’ ду атоХотршачиу тд уёраѕ kal al тімді TeXeuÜetow drodldovrat 

. Kal Geol rij» mpoonyoplay кекХтртал ol aóvOpovot THY АЛХАшу дєр, TOv. Отд 
TQ тштўр Wowrwv Terá'yuevov, yevgoóuevot. 

The writer now resumes the imperative tone (vv.!%), with a 
blend of counsel and warning. The discipline of trouble is 
viewed under an active aspect; men must co-operate with God, 
exerting themselves to avoid sin (v.!) by the exercise of personal 
zeal and church-discipline. Otherwise, the results may be fatal. 
The exhortation broadens out here, resuming the tone and range 
of 10754, 

12 So (6:6 as in 6!) “up with your listless hands! Strengthen your weak 
knees!” 18 And '* make straight paths for your feet” to walkin. You must 
not let the lame get dislocated, but rather make them whole. 14 Aim at peace 
with all—at that consecration without which no one will ever see the Lord ; 15 see 
to it that no one misses the grace of God, ‘‘ that no root of bitterness grows up 
to be a trouble” by contaminating all the rest of you ; 16 that по one turns to 
sexual vice or to a profane life as Esau did—Esau who for a single meal 
** parted with his birthright.” V You know how later on, when he wanted to 
obtain his inheritance of blessing, he was set aside; he got no chance to repent, 
though he tried for tt with tears. 

For the first time, since the hints in 3!? 4! and 6", the writer 
alludes to differences of attainment in the little community. 
Hitherto he has treated them asa solid whole. But the possi- 
bility of individual members giving way has been voiced in 107, 
and now the writer (18%) widens his appeal; his readers are to 
maintain their faith not only for their own sakes but for the sake 
of those who at their side are in special danger of collapsing. 
The courage of their бтороуй is more than a personal duty; they 
are responsible for their fellow-members, and this involves the 
duty of inspiriting others by their own unswerving, unflagging 
faith. The admonition, as in 13!^, is addressed to the whole 
community, not to their leaders. Тһе general aim of vv.!% 13 15 
to produce the character praised by Matihew Arnold in his lines 
on Rugby Chapel: 


“Ye move through the ranks, recall 
The stragglers, refresh the out-worn... 
Ye fill up the gaps in our files, 
Strengthen the wavering line, 
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Stablish, continue our march, 
On, to the bound of the waste, 
On, to the City of God." 


Не begins in у.12 by using scriptural language borrowed freely 
from Is 35? (iayvoare, xeipes 4уециеуай kai ydvata zrapaAeAvpéva), 
but in a form already current in Sir 25?? (xeipes тарециеуал kai 
убуата тараХеАудеуа), and also from Pr 479 (ópÜas rpoxiàs moie 
rois тоо). This metaphorical language for collapsing in listless 
despair is common, e.g., in Sir 21? where yetpes тарєциєуаг is 
bracketed with “cowardly hearts," in Philo's description of the 
Israelites who longed to return to Egypt, of меу yàp трокамдутее 
дуетесоу, Варо дутбтаХоу yynodpevot Tov mÓvov, Kal та xetpas vr 
аобеуеіае Фоттер ázeinkóres GOAnTat кадках (de Congressu Erud. 
29, cp. Не 115), and especially in the description of moral 
encouragement іп Job 434 «i yàp où évovÜérgoas тоЛЛо?ѕ, xai 
xeipas áaÜevois vapekáAecas, üoÜcvotvrás те ёёоуќсттпсоЅ pypacu, 
yóvaciv тє advvatotow Ódpcos cepiéÜnkas. In Dt 32% zapaXeAv- 
pévovs is parallel to wapepevouvs, and in Zeph 3!9 the appeal 
is барға . . . py тарвасбосау oi Xeipés cov!  'AvopÜócare 
(literally = straighten, renew) goes with yóvara better than with 
xetpas, but the sense is plain. In у.13, if woujoare is read in the 
first clause, каї tpoxtds ópÜàs moucare Tots тосіу pôv is a hexa- 
meter (p. lvii). Ву тд xeAóv the writer means “those who are 
lame," these crippled souls in your company. 

Probably the zoteire of &* P 33. 917. 1831 (Orig.) has been conformed, іп 
тољђсатє (x° A D H K L, etc., Chrys.), to the preceding áropÜ care (50, e.g., 
В. Weiss, іп Texte u. Untersuch. xiv. 3. 4, 9, who declares that the older 
codices never yield any case of an original aor. being changed into a present), 


though some edd. (e.g. von Soden) regard marcare as the original text and 
motetre as having been conformed to LXX (cp. Mt 3°). 


As їо07 бе paddov shows, ёктратӣў here has its medical sense 
(e.g. Hippol. de offic. med. 14, ws pire dvaxdarae илүтє ектре- 
татах), not the common sense of being “turned aside” (as, e.g., 
in Philo, Quaest. іп Exod. 237% oi афчЛактов бдоторо%утє$ 
Stapaptavovew тў ёрӣ? kai AewPdpou às modrs eis avodias Kat 
дис Вато каї Tpaxeias 4тратоф ектретесбо/ тб таратХА4о1іду естеу 
óre kai ai Yuyari Tov уеФу талбе(а< дроро?си, and in M. Aurel. i. 7, 
каї TO pi] ёктратђках eis Хоу софістікби). Іп Od. Sol 6145 the 
ministers of the divine grace are praised in similar terms for 
their service to weaker Christians : 


*'lhey have assuaged the dry lips, 
And the will that had fainted they have raised up: ... 
And limbs that had fallen 
They have straightened and set up." 
1 Clem. Hom. xii. 18, al xetpes td Snyudrwr mapel0ncav. 
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But here it is the raembers as a whole who are addressed, and 
тро. ӛрба т. т. Toot Spay means “ keep straight " (тос, dative = 
“for your feet ")—it is the only way to help your fellow-members 
who have weakened themselves. Keep up the tone of your 
community, move in the right direction, to prevent any of your 
number from wavering and wandering. The straight path is the 
smooth path, it is implied ; if any limping soul is allowed to 
stray from the straight course, under the influence of a bad 
example, he will be made worse instead of better. The admoni- 
tion in Zest. Sim. 523 is interesting, as it suggests the train of 
thought here between уу.1 and 16 ; 


> , ` / ETEA э 7 , 
àyaÜvvare Tas Kapdias Ору éverriov Kvptov 
^ , ^ 

xai ейбууате тӛс Ф800 tay évómiov tov дудротоу 

% ГА % Ж 
kai écecbe ебріскоутес харіу ёуштцоу Kupiov xai аубротоу. 

% ^ 
QvAdfaoÜe о?у aro Tis Topveias, 
< % ^ ^ 
OTL 7) пориєіа pHTHP есті TOV какоу, 
? > ` A A % ^ ^ a 

xwpilovea dd ToU Oeod каї тросеуу:бо%Фоа тө BeAiap. 


The author of Прёѕ ‘EBpatous knows that the difficulties in the way 
of faith are more than mere despair. In 12111 he has been 
dealing with the need of cheerful courage under the strain of 
life; this leads to the appeal of v.12, But while there is nothing 
so infectious as cowardice or despair, he rapidly passes on, 
in vv. (кой ктА.), to warn his readers against some specific 
temptations in the moral Ше. He continues, in a third impera- 
tive (v.14), eipiymv бибкете (ап OT phrase, 1 P 3H) perà mávrov. 
Here perá goes with бідкете in the sense of “along with” (as in 
119 1328, for our author avoids ev), and тӛутоу means “all the 
(other) &уго:” (as in 13%). The call is to make common cause 
with all the rest of the Christians in the quest for God's ecipyvy, 
i.e. (see above on v.!!) the bliss and security of a life under God's 
control It is «руу in a sense corresponding to the older sense 
of felicity and prosperity on the ground of some (messianic) 
victory of God, practically as іп Lk 179 т9% the Christian 
salvation; only this comprehensive sense does justice to the 
term here and in 13%. Hence the following кай is almost = 
“even.” 


Еірдуту in a similar sense occurs repeatedly in the context of the passage 
already quoted from Proverbs: e.g. 3H? vié, éuQv vouluwy uh émiNavOdvov, 
rà 5 руиата шоу түреіто aj kapüla* мйков yàp Plov kal ërn (ws kal elphyny 
тросвбісомсіу тоо... 3? ümápxov адто amd cv карто» OtatogcUvys . . 
316.17 ёк той овтбиатов айт? екторейетал Otkatooírm kal mávres ol тріВо:г айт 
еу eipávg . . . 33 tva wopedy тетогбш Еу єірђут mágas Tas ddovs cov. After 
Pr 4® (as quoted above) there follows the promise, adrds бё ràs ópàs тоте 
ras Tpoxlas cov, Tas бе mopelas соу Еу elpnyyn mpoá£et. 

The conventional interpretation takes віртіутіу with peta таутоғ (2.2. all 








XII. 14, 15 | А WARNING 209 


your members). This yields a fair sense, for a quarrelsome church is a real 
hindrance to effective faith ; the quarrelsomeness here would be due to the 
presence of faulty persons, whose lapses were apt to be irritating, and what 
would break eipzj»5 (2.6. mutual harmony) in such cases is the spirit of harsh- 
ness in dealing with faults, censoriousness, or aloofness, just as what makes 
for elpzjvy is a concern for purity and goodness inspired by forbearance and 
patience. But all this is read into the text. There is no hint of such dangers 
elsewhere in IIpàs ‘ESpatous as there is in І Р 3. and Ro 12!8., Our author 
is characteristically putting а new edge оп an old phrase like ótóxere elpzvqv. 


What вір?уу specially involved is shown in xai róv бүшасрбу 
ктА, Неге dytacpds is not to be identified with cwdpoavvy in the 
special sense of 134; it is the larger “consecration” to God 
which all уох must maintain. In fact, бішкете Tóv дүгасиду ктА. 
is simply another description of the experience called *' sharing 
in God's áyiórgs ” (v.10). Xwpis generally precedes, here it follows, 
the word it governs (об), either for the sake of the rhythm or to 
avoid a hiatus (о0 oó8ets). “То see the Lord,” is an expression 
common in Philo for that vision of the Divine being which is 
the rare reward of those who can purify themselves from the 
sensuous (ср. H. A. А. Kennedy’s PA/o's Contribution to Religion, 
рр. 192 Ё). Kuptos is God in vv.*and ©; here, in view of 9%, it 
might be Jesus (as 23), though ** to see God" (vg * deum") asa 
term for intimate personal fellowship 15 more adequate to the 
context. People must be on the alert against tendencies to in- 
fringe this áyragpós (v.15) ; ёттєткоттобутєс, one form and function of 
таракаХодутее (1075), introduces three clauses, beginning each with 
pý Tes, though it is not clear whether the third (у.16) is intended 
as an example of pravOdow or as a further definition of the 
second py tis (20а ктА.). The first clause, ру tus ботерду (sc. 7) 
ётӧ тїз ҳ&р:тоѕ той бео0, shows botepety (41) with &mó as in 
Eccles 6? torepav . . . 4т0 mávros ov émiOupyoe (Sir 734 uù %стере 
amo кХолбутоу has a different sense). In writing ато т< ҳаритоѕ 
tov дєо? the writer may have had already in mind the words of 
Dt 2918 (uy tis éorw ёу piv . . . Tivos 7) Ótávoia. Жбекдиуеу amd 
Kuptov Tov Geod (мә), which he is about to quote in the next clause. 


The rhetorical tone comes out in the two iambic trimeters ob ywpls ovdels 
bWera: Tov KUptov and ётткотоўутє$ ил) Tis 0отерду ad. 


The next clause, py ts pila mxpias душ фвбоуса ёроҳћў, is a 
reminiscence of the warning against idolatry and apostasy in Dt 
2918, which A (as well as F*) preserves in this form, ру vis éorw 
еу (шу pila mixpias ду фуоуса évoxAy (so B*: еу холу B) каї 
тікріс (B* : кай mupia B). Тһе form 15 ungrammatical, for éore 
is superfluous, as is каї mexpia. On the other hand, the text of B 
yields no good sense, for a root can hardly be said to grow up еу 
XoAq, and каї тікріп is left stranded; the alteration of тікріа 
іп B* does not help matters, for it is not preceded by еу xoA7, 


14 
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Plainly the writer found something like the words of A in his 
text of the LXX ; he may have omitted естіу and xai тикріа. 
The confusion between -oxAy and холу is intelligible, as óxAos 
and ҳӧЛоѕ are confused elsewhere (Blass reads еу san here, 
which requires ў ог éerw to be supplied). "'EvoxMj is the present 
subjunctive of évoxdetv, which is used in т Es 219 (évoxAotoa) 
and 2% (ФоуАфсою) of rebellion disturbing and troubling the 
realm. As a general term for “troubling” or ‘ vexing,” it is 
common both in classical Greek and in the papyri, either 
absolutely or with an accusative, as, e.g., Polystr. Æpicur. (ed. 
C. Wilke) 82. 4, 083 td’ évós rovrov évoyAncapevovs pas, the 
edict of M. Sempronius Liberalis (Aug. 29, 154 A.D.): év TH 
оїкє(а тў yeul py ia троскартеро?сі и évoxhetv (B GU. П. 372), 
апа Aristoph. Frogs, 7006, ob тоХФу 008 6 mí(0jkos otros б viv. 
évoxAày. Ав for fita (of а person, as, e.g., їп тас! Kal 
eEnrOev ёё airav pila драртоА05 "Avríoxos “Ет«фаутув) таикр(а 
(genitive of quality), the meaning is а poisonous character and 
influence (cp. Ac 82). The warning in Deuteronomy is against 
any pernicious creature in the community, who by cool insolence 
and infidelity draws down the divine sentence of extermination 
upon himself and his fellows. Неге the writer thinks of people 
who consider that immediate gratification of their wishes is 
worth more than any higher end in life; they value their spiritual 
position as sons (vv.5) so little, that they let it go in order to 
relapse on some material relief at the moment. Such a nature 
is essentially é85Aos, devoid of any appreciation of God's 
privileges, and regarding these as of no more importance than 
sensuous pleasures of the hour. Under P bad influence of this 
eur табтт$, N D K L V 326, etc., as іп 137: 8:0 airs, A H P 33. 
424* syrbk! boh Clem. etc., as in 114 1211), all the rest (oi moroi, 
after one has been mentioned, as in Ro 515 etc.) may be tainted 
(шоубФоч), and so (ср. on 1022) rendered incapable of oyea0a« тбу 
Kuptov. 

The third clause (v.16) is ру tes (52. 4) mópvos i BéBy dos (for 
the collocation see Philo, de Sacerdot. 8, пори кої BeByAw copa 
«ai Yvyýv, and for this transferred. sense of В. (= Lat. profanus) 
see Jebb-Pearson’s Zragments of Soph. ii. 208); BéBwXos is 
only once applied to a person іп the LXX, viz. in Ezk 21% ob 
BéBnre dvope (= 555), then to people like Antiochus (3 Mac 


22 M) or (3 Мас 715 rovs Ве Хо X€lpwodpevot) recreant Jews. 
In adding ós ’Hoad ктА. the writer chooses the story of Esau, in 
(nos 27155, to illustrate the disastrous results of yielding 
to the ápapria of which he had spoken in v... There сап be no 
ómopovj, he implies, without a resolute determination to resist 
the immediate pleasures and passions of the hour. As Cicero 
puts it in the De Finibus, 1. 14, "plerique, quod tenere atque 
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servare id quod ipsi statuerunt non possunt, victi et debilitati 
objecta specie voluptatis tradunt se libidinibus constringendos 
nec quid eventurum sit provident, ob eamque causam propter 
voluptatem et parvam et non necessariam et quae vel aliter 
pararetur et qua etiam carere possent sine dolore, tum in morbos 
graves, tum in damna, tum in dedecora incurrunt." But why 
choose Esau? Probably owing to rabbinic tradition, in which 
Esau is the typical instance of the godless who grow up among 
good people (Isaac and Rebekah) and yet do not follow their 
deeds, as Obadiah is of the good who grow up among the wicked 
(Ahab апа Jezebel) and do not follow their deeds (Sifre 133 on 
Nu 271). Тһе rabbinic tradition! that Esau was sensual, is 
voiced as early as Philo, in the de Nobvilitate, 4 (6 бе меібшу 
dares ё ек TOV уастрдѕ Kal TOv METÀ уаотера фбоуӘу à акратшв EXW, 
vp’ Фу дуєтє(о Өт Kal mpeo Betwv éctoraa Da. TO per abro? Kal 
метауовіу «0015 ёф" ols ёст Kai фоуау ката TOU adeAod kai pov 
érepov 7 9v àv umyoet TOUS yovels mpaypateverGar), where Philo 
interprets the ретбуою, of Esau as simply regret for a bad bargain. 
Our author may have considered Esau а mópvos literally—and 1 in 
any case the word is to E taken literally (as іп 12%), not in its 
OT metaphorical sense? of “unfaithful "—but the weight of the 
warning falls on ВеВт^оѕ, as is clear from the phrase дуз! Вриоео 
pâs (cp. Gn 2528 7 бра avrov Bpaots avro). Т. H. Green 
(Prolegomena to Ethics, S 96) points out that hunger was not the 
motive. “If the action were determined directly by the hunger, 
it would have no moral character, any more than have actions 
done in sleep, or strictly under compulsion, ог from accident, or 
(so far as we know) the action of animals. Since, however, it is 
not the hunger as a natural force, but his own conception of 
himself, as finding for the time his greatest good in the satis- 
faction of hunger, that determines the act, Esau recognizes 
himself as the author of the act. . . . If evil follows from it, 
whether in the shape of punishment inflicted by a superior, or 
of calamity ensuing in the course of nature to himself or those in 
whom he is interested, he is aware that he himself has brought 
it on himself.” Тһе pâs is emphatic: “id culpam auget, non 
misericordiam meretur? (Bengel). 

In the quotation from Gn 25% (дтебото 0é "Носа? rà mpwroroketa TQ 
'Takof8), длтебето (А C 623), as if from a form блтобібо (cp. Helbing, 105), is 
preferred by Lachmann, B. Weiss, WH. 

The warning is now (у.17) driven home. "lore, indicative here 
(a literary Atticism, though Blass insists that it is chosen for the 


l Jub 252 8 (Esau tempting Jacob to take one of his own two sensual 
wives). 

2 Порғе/а has this sense, and so has the verb (e.g. Ps 7327 é£uM0pevaas 
таута Tov поруєйоута дтд coU). 
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sake of the rhythm, to assimilate tere yàp ӧт: кой pe(rémevra) to 
the closing words of the preceding sentence), recalls to the 
readers the scripture story with which they were so familiar. 
“lore бт каї (another item in his story) рететекта O€Awy KAnpovo- 
pica. (т P 39) riw eddoyiay (= трототдкіа as in т Ch 5?) 
ӛтебокцкбобт (Jer 69? dredoxipacev aùroùs Kupios: Ign. Rom. 8? 
éày атобокцасба). “Атобокциефесбол 15 common in the Greek 
orators for officials being disqualified, but the rejection here is 
an act of God; Esau is a tragic instance of those who cannot 
get a second chance of perávora (6°). The writer has again the 
sombre, serious outlook which characterizes a passage like 64-8. 
The very metaphor of plant-growth occurs here as there, and 
4т«бокциісбту recalls 45бкциов. Метауова is impossible for certain 
wilful sins ; certain acts of deliberate choice are irrevocable and 
fatal Why this was so, in Esau’s case, is now explained; 
peravotas yàp тбтоу ой вӛре (ейріско-- obtain, with ёкбутєу as 
often in LXX, eg. Dt 42°), кайтер peta бокрбшу (emphatic by 
position) éxtqr/sas айттуу (2.6. peravoiay. “ Meravotas rózos is, in 
fact, метауоа. . . . When per. тбтоу is taken up again, the mere 
secondary rómos disappears, and it is айтуу, not афтду, agreeing 
with the great thing really sought," Alford). If the writer used 
his usual A text of the LXX, he would not have found any 
allusion to the tears of Esau in Gn 278, but the tears were 
retained, from the Hebrew, in Jub 2628, in other texts of the 
LXX, and in Josephus (Azz. i. 18. 7, те/бов Йуеу еті т) діарартід. 
Kai abro) Trois Sdxpvow ёҳббрєуоѕ ó таттр krÀ.).| ‘Those tears 
of Esau, the sensuous, wild, impulsive man, almost like the cry 
of some *trapped creature,' are among the most pathetic in the 
Bible” (A. B. Davidson). Atrtyy refers to petavoias, not to 
eddoyias (which would require petavoias . . . ебреу to be taken 
as a parenthesis, a construction which is wrecked on the anti- 
thesis between «бреу and екіцтһоов). The petdvoa is not a 
change in the mind of Isaac, which would require some additional 
words like tod watpds. Besides, Esau does not beseech Isaac to 
alter his mind. Nor can it refer to a change in God's mind. It 
is “а change of mind” on Esau's part, “undoing the effects of 
a former state of mind” (A. B. Davidson). Bitterly as Esau 
regretted his hasty action, he was denied any chance of having 
its consequences reversed by a subsequent peravore ; this is the 
writers meaning. "Аббуатоу тали dvaxawwi€erv eis j.erávotay 15 the 
law of God for such wilful offenders, and to try for a second 
perávora is vain. Such is the warning that our author deduces 
from the tale of Esau. 


1 There is a striking parallel in De Mercede Conductis, 42, where 
Lucian describes an old man being met by ў perávora бакрўоџса és ойбеу 
68феХов. 
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This inexorable view agrees with Philo’s idea (Гер. А ер. 111. 75, moddais 
yap yvxats ueravola xpyobat Воу\тдєісаіѕ ойк érérpeyev 6 Beds) that some, 
like Cain! (guod deter. pot. 26, rq бё uù бехомеуш perdvotay Kaly óc 
Um epBoXij» &yous), аге too bad to repent, though Philo illustrates it here not 
from Esau, but from Lots wife. In de Spec. Leg. ii. 5 he declares that 
luxurious spendthrifts are дискабарто: xal dvolara, ws unde бер TQ Thy iow 
Trew сууууоилв а обабол. In Jub 354 Isaac tells Rebekah that ‘‘ neither Esau 
nor his seed is to be saved.” But the idea of IIpós'EBpa(ovs is made still more 
clear by the use of petavotas тбтоу as an expression for opportunity or 
chance to repent. This is а contemporary Jewish phrase; cp. Apoc. Bar 
$57? (“For when the Most High will bring to pass all these things, there will 
not then be an opportunity for returning . . . nor place of repentance ”), 
4 Es 9"? (“while a place of repentance was still open to them, they paid 
no heed"), which goes back to Wis 1219 кріушу бе ката Врахо édldous тбто» 
p.eravoías (of God punishing the Canaanites). It is linguistically a Latinism,? 
which recurs in Clem. Rom. 75 (еу yeveg xal yevea peravolas rómov ёбшкє» 
6 бестбт18 rois BovAouévows ётістрафђьо: ёт’ афтбу) and Tatian (Orat. ad 
Graecos, 15, 0:0 ToÜro yov 7) TOv бапибуш» Ютботаві ойк Éxev peravolas 
rómov). But a special significance attaches to it in 4 Esdras, for example, 
where the writer (e.g. іп 719%) rules out any intercession of the saints for the 
ungodly after death, in his desire to show that **the eternal destiny of the 
soul is fixed by the course of the earthly Ше” (С. Н. Box, 77е Ezra- 
Apocalypse, рр. 154, 155). Here, as in the Slavonic Enoch (531), which also 
repudiates such intercession, ‘ we may detect the influence of Alexandrine 
theology, which tended to lay all stress upon the present life as determining 
the eternal fate of every man." The author of IIpós 'Efgpalovs shared this 
belief (cp. 977) ; for him the present life of man contains possibilities which 
are tragic and decisive. He ignores deliberately any intercession of saints or 
angels for the living or for the dead. But he goes still further, with Philo 
and others, in holding that, for some, certain actions fix their fate beyond any 
remedy. He regards their case as hopeless; characters like Esau, by an 
act of profane contempt for God, are rejected for ever, a second perdvora being 
beyond their reach. 


The connexion (yáp) between the finale (уу.18-29) and what 
precedes lies in the thought that the higher the privilege, the 
higher the responsibility. In Zeg. Alleg. iii. 1, Philo quotes Gn 
2527 to prove that virtue's divine city is not meant for human 
passions ; ov yàp védQvkev ў тфу табау бүреутікі) kakia THY ápergjs 
modu, wickedness banishing men from the presence and sight 
of God. But this line of thought is not in the writers mind. 
It is more relevant to recall that Esau typifies exclusion from 
God in Jub 1530 (“Ishmael and his sons and his brothers and 
Esau, the Lord did not cause to approach Him”); yet even 
this is not needful to explain the turn of thought. The writer is 
continuing his grave warning. As vv.14-1" recall the first warning 
of 6*5, so he now proceeds to reiterate the second warning of 
1029-31, reminding his readers that they stand in a critical position, 


! Philo read неш» ў alrla шоу той &фє@ёў»ш іп Gn 413, 
? Livy, xliv. 10, ‘‘ poenitentiae relinquens locum” (cp. xxiv. 26, '*locus 
. . 33 LJ > tc . . . 
poenitendis ") ; cp. Pliny's 222. x. 97, “ех quo facile est opinari, quae turba 
hominum emendari possit, si sit poenitentiae locus," where the phrase is used 
in quite a different sense, of a chance to give up Christianity. 
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in which any indifferences or disobedience to God will prove 
fatal. This is the note of vv.252? in particular. But he leads up 
to the appeal by describing in a vivid passage the actual position 
of his readers before God (уу.18-2*); their new status and en- 
vironment appeals even more powerfully and searchingly for an 
unworldly obedience to God than the old status of the People. 


18 You have not come (wpoweAnAvOate) to what you can touch, to ** flames 
of fire,” to “тіз” and “gloom” and “stormy blasts, to the blare of a 
trumpet and to a Voice” whose words made those who heard tt refuse to hear 
another syllable ? (for they could not bear the command, “ТУ even a beast 
touches the mountain, it must be stoned ")— indeed, so awful was the sight 
that Moses said, “ 1 am terrified and aghast.” ** You have come (wpowednXrv- 
бате) to mount Sion, the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, to 
myriads of angels in festal gathering, 73 to the assembly of the first-born 
registered in heaven, to the God of all as judge, to the spirits of just men made 
perfect, * to Jesus who mediates (8° 015) the new covenant, and to the sprinkled 
blood whose message zs nobler than Abel's. 


The passage moves through two phases (уу.18:21 апа 22-24), 
contrasting the revelation at mount Sinai (22 1028) with the new 
0.a0:)kv, the one sensuous, the other spiritual; the one striking 
terror with its outward circumstances of physical horror, the 
other charged with grace and welcome as well as with awe. "The 
meditation and appeal are woven on material drawn from the 
LXX descriptions of the plague of darkness оп Egypt (Ex 1021 
wyrapytov скдтоѕ . . . éyévero скӧтоѕ уубфов 0cAAa) and the 
theophany at Sinai (Dt 41 mpoosA8ere каї ёстутє bd тб Gpos* 
кої тд Opos ékaíero порі Ews ToU ovpavod, ckóTos, yvódos, Ө0єАЛа, 











фо?) ueyáAy, and Ex 1912“ тросехете éavrots rod áva[jjvat cis rò 
бров kai Өсуеіу rt айто%” züs 6 дууамеуов ToU броу$ Üaváro тєХєотјсєи 
0. êv Ados ALGoBornOyoerar ў Bobi kararo£evÜrjaerar dv те 
«rivos dv те дубротов, ой Cyoerat. . . Kal éyívovro фоуаћ kai 
&gTpazai kat vejéAn yvopudys ёт ópovs Lewd, pwr) THs оФАтеууов 
NXE | меуа” Kat éertonOy was ó Aads ó еу TH тарєиВо\ӯ). In у.18 
the text is difficult and perhaps corrupt. Wyħapwpévw ӧре 
would be equivalent to YyAadyta ope, a tangible, material 
mountain; but as ope is а gloss (added, from у.2 by DKL 
255 Syr" arm Athan. Cosm. etc., either before or after ұл.) 
though a correct gloss, y. may be taken (a) either with төрі, 
(б) or independently. In the former case, (а) two constructions 
are possible. (i) One, as in vg (*ad tractabilem et accensi- 
bilem ignem ”), renders **to a fire that was material (or palpable) 
and ablaze”; (ii) “to what was palpable and ablaze with fire” 
(торг іп an ablative sense). (i) is a daring expression, and the 
implied contrast (with v.29) is too remote. The objection to (ii) 
is that търг here, as in the OT, goes with the following datives. 
It is on the whole preferable (4) to take WyAadwpeévy by itself 
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(5с. ту). Тһе mountain could not be touched indeed (v.?)), but 
it was a tangible object which appealed to the senses. This is 
the point of contrast between it and the Жоу ópos, the present 
participle being equivalent to the verbal adjective WnAadyros. 
Курке connects y. with тәрі in the sense of “touched by 
lightning” (“igne tactum et adustum”), comparing the Latin 
phrase "fulmine tactum." But the Greek term is Ocyyavew, and 
in any case this interpretation really requires ope, the mountain 
* sundering" under the lightning touch of God (Ps 1445 etc.). 


Two conjectures have been proposed, tye: veveóouévo by С. М. Bennett 
(Classical Review, vi. 263), who argues that this ** would fit in exactly with 
the OT accounts, which represent the summit of the mountain as burnt with 
fire, while lower down it was enveloped іп a dense cloud”; and тефеуаХа- 
uév« (Spec) by E. C. Selwyn ( Journal of Theological Studies, іх. 133, 134) — 
‘calcined ” (a calcined volcano) Others (e.g. P. Junius) less aptly insert 
où ог uh before ұтлХафомеуу, to harmonize the phrase with у, 0, 


Іп the rest of the description, tó$e is a poetical word (cp. 
de Mundo, 400a, heaven таутов Copov kai drákrov кил)матов kexo- 
pispevov), which the writer prefers to oxoros. Koi @ueAAn— 
ӨхєАЛа, a hurricane, is defined by Hesychius as dvéuov avorpod) 
каї Oppy, 7) катогуіе (cp. Hom. Od. 5. 317), and in de Mundo, 395a, 
as пуєдра [aiv kai афуш mposaAAógevov. Іп v.9? xe (тут 
"АттикоС 9ҳоѕ “EAXyves, Moeris) is a synonym for the LXX фор, 
which the writer intends to use immediately. Philo had already 
used 7ҳоѕ in de Decalogo, 11 : таута Ò ws eikós та тері TOv TÓTOV 
ёдаъџатоъруєто, ктото Dpovrüv peclovuv 7 wore хөреіу ákods, 
астратду Adpierw айуоєдєстатаіѕ, аоратоу салт:ууоѕ ўҳў трд$ 
илкистоу àmorewovgy . . . Tupos ойрау(оу фора kazvd Paĝet та еу 
кйкАв съск:абоутоѕ. Іп de Spec. Leg. 11. 22 he explains that the 
pov) салт‹ууоѕ announced to all the world the significance of 
the event. Finally, каї фоуй $qpárov (the decalogue in Dt 412), 
Hs (Ze. the форт) oi ákoócavres парттўсауто pij (pleonastic nega- 
tive as in Gal 57; hence omitted by N* P 467) mpooteOjvat (the 
active mpocÓctvat іп А, is less apt) aùrots (Ze. the hearers) Aóyov 
(accus. and infinitive construction after pý, cp. Blass, $ 429). 
The reference in v.?° is to the scene described in Dt 528, where it 
Is the leaders of the nation who appeal in terror to Moses to take 
God's messages and orders for them: kat viv pn д4тобауюмеу, ore 
éLavadwae Qus TÒ тір TO péya ToUTo, àv тросбоивеба трі 
ако?сол ту фшуйу Kvpíov тоў Oeod 7v еті, каї дтобауоуивба. 
But in Ex 20/9 it is the people, as here, who appeal to Moses, 
pi] ХлЛєто Tpós ўи 0 Өєб<, wy àmoÜüvopev. Td SiaoteAddpevor 
(in Ex 1013, see above) is passive. AtaoréAXopar is said by Anz 
(Subsidia, 326 f.) not to occur earlier than Plato; here, as in 
Jth 111? (дса dvearetAato ойто б беде), of a divine injunction. 
In у.21 $avratópevov is not a LXX term (for the sense, cp. Zec то! 
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кїрїо$ етойүсеу $avraaías, of natural phenomena like rain); it is 
used here for the sake of alliteration (fof. $avr.). To prove 
that even Moses was affected by the terrors of Sinai, the writer 
quotes from Dt 019 éx$ofós «ім, adding rhetorically кої évtpopos. 
He forgets that Moses uttered this cry of horror, not over the 
fearful spectacle of Sinai but at a later stage, over the worship of 
the golden calf. For évrpopos, cp. т Мас 13? évrpopos каї ёкфо805 
(v.l. éupoBos). The phrase évrpouos yevópevos is applied by 
Luke to the terror of Moses at the фу Kvpéiov out of the burning 
bush (Ас 732), 


Assonance led to ёктроџоѕ (к D*) ог ёифоВоѕ (M 241. 255. 489. 547. 
1739 Thdt.). "Errpouos was read by Clem. Alex. (Protrept. ix. 2). 


The true position of Christians is now sketched (уу. 22-21), 
"ANAG mpoceMqAU0ore Ушу Opec Kat moder (1119: 16) фео0 Làvros, 
the author adding ЧероусаХйһ érovpavio (1119) in apposition to 
тоХе, and using thus the archaic metaphors of Is 187, Am 12, 
Mic 41 etc., in his picture of the true fellowship. Paul had 
contrasted mount Sinai (=the present Jerusalem) with 4 душ 
‘lepovoaAnp. Ош author's contrast is between mount Sion 
(--ТероусоаХАфм érovpavios) and mount Sinai, though he does not 
name the latter. From the róis he now passes to the zoA?ra«. 

In Chagiga, 124, i. 33, Resh Lakish deduces from І K 819 and Is 63% 
that zebul, the fourth of the seven heavens, contains ** the heavenly Jerusalem 


and the temple," z.e. as the residence of deity ; while Ma'on, the fifth heaven, 
holds the ** companies of ministering angels." 


The second object of тпросє\т\ћ0датє 15 каї puptáow (50 
En 40!: “I saw thousands of thousands and ten thousand times 
ten thousand before the Lord of spirits”) dyyé\wv, with which 
Tavnyuper must be taken, leaving the following kaí to introduce 
the third object (v.23). Тһе conception of the angels as pupiddes 
goes back to traditions like those voiced in Ps 6817 (то арна тоў 
Geot puptorAdcuov, xiáóes ейбууобутоу" 6 KUptos еу аётої еу Suva) 
апа Dan 719 (арас pupiddes). — IIaviyyvpss was a term charged 
with Greek religious associations (cp. К. van der Loeff, De Ludis 
Eleusiniis, pp. 85 f.), but it had already been adopted by Greek 
Jews like the translators of the LXX and Josephus for religious 
festivals. Mavynytper describes the angelic hosts thronging with 
glad worship round the living God. Their relation to God is 
noted here, as in rlt their relation to human beings. "Еда 
Tavynyupis еке хара, as Theophylact observes (iAapas eiOvpías, 
jv mavýyvpis ém€yret, Philo, ia Рас. 14); but the joy of 
Lk 15!? is not specially mentioned. Chrysostom’s suggestion is 
that the writer évratéa rijv ҳарду Oe(kvvat xai ту ейфростллуу дит) 
ToU уубфоу каї ToU скбтоуѕ каї THs ÜvéAAgs. Augustine (Quaest. 
i. 168: “accessistis ad montem Sion et ad ciuitatem dei Hier- 
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usalem et ad milia angelorum exultantium ") seems to imply not 
only that ravqyópec goes with дүүбдоу, but that he knew а text 
with some word like тоутууурі6бтоу (Blass), as is further proved 
by boh (“keeping festival”), Orig* (laetantium, collaudantium), 
and Ambrose. There is a hint of this in Clem. Alex. Protreft. 
ix. 6, 7, avrQ yàp 1) mporórokos ФккАтаба 7) ёк поЛАфу дуабоу 
Gvykeuuévg Tai0tov' TaUT ёст: Ta тротбтока та évarroyeypappeva 
еу oùpavois kai тосаутоіе рату ayyéAwy avpmravyyyvptcovra. 

The human zodXtrat are next (у.29) described as éxkMqoto 
mpororókoy дтоүвүраршеушу еу обрауоіб. (For the collocation of 
angels and men, see En 395 “Mine eyes saw their [Ze. the 
saints] dwellings with His righteous angels, and their resting- 
places with the holy”; the Enoch apocalypse proceeding to the 
intercession of the angels (“апа they petitioned, and interceded, 
and prayed for the children of men”) which the Christian writer 
deliberately omits.) Тһе phrase describes what the author else- 
where calls ó Aaós (ro? 0cov), but in two archaic expressions, 
chosen to emphasize what Paul would have called their election. 
They are vporórokot (as Israel had been протбтокоѕ, Ex 4?? etc.), 
with a title to God's blessing (у.16 rpwrordxia), Тһе choice of 
the plural instead of the collective singular was due to the 
previous plural in pupidow dyyéAwv. Іп ётоүєүранцёуш» èv 
oüpavots there is a passing allusion to the idea of the celestial 
archives or register—a favourite poetical figure in which the 
Oriental expressed his assurance of salvation.! As in Lk ro% 
so here, the phrase refers to men on earth, to the church militant, 
not to the church triumphant; otherwise еу oópavois would be 
meaningless. 

This interpretation, which groups тағэудре with what precedes, is current 
in nearly all the early versions and Greek fathers, who generally assume it 
without question. The real alternative is to take wupedow as further defined 
by ayyéAwy паутуйрє kal ékkNgalg трототбкоу дтоувурациегов év ovpavots. 
This introduces and leaves pupidow rather abruptly, and implies that angels 
alone are referred to (so recently Dods, von Soden, Peake, Seeberg), called 
трототбков as created before men. But, while a later writer like Hermas 
(Vis. iii. 4) could speak of angels as ol трдтог ктіобеутез, атоүвүрорреушу 


cannot naturally be applied to them. Hermas himself ( Vis. i. 3) applies that 
term to men (éyypaQcorvrat els ras BlgXovs THs (whs perà тәу ауішу). 


A fresh sweep of thought now begins (?3^?5) "The writer 
is composing a lyrical sketch, not a law-paper; he reiterates the 
idea of the fellowship by speaking of God, men, and him by whom 
this tie between God and men has been welded, the allusion 
to Jesus being thrown to the end, as it is to form the starting- 
point for his next appeal (vv.25"), In каї крт] Oe mávrov it 15 
not possible, in view of 9?' (perà 62 тобто крісів) and of the 
punitive sense of кріуо in 10%, to understand xpitys as defender 

1 Clem. Нот. ix. 22, rà бубиата év obpavQ às del (óvrov dvaypadhvac. 
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or vindicator (so, e.g., Hofmann, Delitzsch, Riggenbach). Тһе 
words mean “to the God of all (angels and men, the living and 
the dead, Ac 1047), and to him as кртуѕ, to whom you must 
account for your life.” It is implied that he is no easy-going 
God. The contrast is not between the mere terrors of Sinai 
and the gracious relationship of Sion, but between the outward, 
sensuous terror of the former and the inward intimacy of the 
latter—an intimacy which still involves awe. In the next phrase, 
туєйрата Sixaiwy means the departed who have in this life been 
ikaro in the sense of 10385; тетеЛекореушу is added, not in the 
mere sense of “departed” (reAeuray = теАеодс до, reAecodv), but 
to suggest the work of Christ which includes the ikaro, who 
had to await the sacrifice of Christ before they were “ perfected ” 
(1140). If this involves the idea of a descent of Christ to the 
under-world, as Loofs (eg. in ЕСЕ. iv. 662) argues, it implies 
the group of ideas mentioned in 21, which may have lain in the 
background of the writer's thought. At any rate the “ perfect- 
ing” of these бікшовь, their teXetwots, was due to Jesus; hence 
(v.24) the writer adds, xai ё:іабуктс véas ресіті) “Inood (again at 
the end, for emphasis), where уға is simply a synonym for xatvis 
(88 etc.). The classical distinction between the two terms was 
being dropped in the kou. THs véas ТероусаАтр occurs in Zest. 
Dan 53, and the two words are synonymous, e.g., in Zest. Levi 
8М (éruxAnOnoerar ойтФ буора, каіуоу, бт. BaciXeUs . . . тойса 
ієратєіау véav). Indeed Blass thinks that the unexampled біабукуе 
veas was due to a sense of rhythm; the author felt a desire to 
reproduce the — .. — — ~ — of the preceding ev rereActwpervwr. 


In Cambodia (cp. EAR. iii. 164) those who are present at a death-bed all 
** repeat in a loud voice, the patient joining in as long as he has the strength, 
* Arahan! Arahan!’ ‘the saint! the just one!’ (Pali avaham=‘the 
saint,’ ‘one who has attained final sanctification’).” Bleek is so perplexed 
by kal mvevu. dix. тел. coming between дед and "Iyood that he wonders 
whether the author did not originally write the phrase on the margin, intending it 
to go with wavnytpe or éxxAyola. The curious misreading of D d, re0eueXco- 
pévev, underlies Hilary’s quotation (tract. zz Ps. 124: ‘* ecclesia angelorum 
multitudinis frequentium—ecclesia primitivorum, ecclesia spirituum in domino 
fundatorum" )) Another odd error, трєўиат: for mveduact, appears іп D 
(boh?) d and some Latin fathers (e.g. Primasius)—a trinitarian emendation 
(10-2). 


In ®‹адуктс véas, as in 13%, the writer recalls the conception 
with which he had been working in the middle part of his argu- 
ment (chs. 7-10); now he proceeds to expand and explain the 
allusion in xai айрат: pavtiopod (919) kperrov (adverbial as in 
I Co 735) AaAoüvrt торда (as in 14 etc.) тёу "ABeA ( — 70! то? " ABeA, 
ср. Іп 52%). Reconciliation, not exclusion, is the note of the уға 
dia6yxy. The blood of the murdered Abel (11*) called out to 


! T0" ABeA (genitive) was actually read by L and is still preferred by Blass. 
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God in En 226 (where the seer has a vision of Abel’s spirit 
appealing to God) for the extinction of Cain and his descendants. 
Тһе креіттоу in Jesus here is that, instead of being vindictive 
and seeking to exclude the guilty, he draws men into fellowship 
with God (see p. xlii). Тһе contrast is therefore not between the 
Voice of the blood of Jesus (AeAotvr) and the Voice of the 
decalogue (v.19), but between Jesus and Abel; the former opens 
up the way to the presence of God, the latter sought to shut it 
against evil men. The blood of martyrs was assigned an atoning 
efficacy in 4 Мас 628 1721; but Abel's blood is never viewed in 
this light, and the attempt to explain this passage as though the 
blood of Jesus were superior in redeeming value to that of Abel 
as the first martyr (so, e.g., Seeberg), breaks down upon the fact 
that the writer never takes Abel's blood as in any sense typical 
of Christ's. 


The application of vv.18-24 now follows. Though we have a far 
better relationship to God, the faults of the older generation may 
still be committed by us, and committed to our undoing (уу,25-29), 


25 See (ВАетете as 312) that you do not refuse to listen to his voice For ij 
they failed to escape, who refused to listen to their instructor upon earth, much 
less shall we, if we discard him who speaks from heaven. 55 Then his voice 
shook the earth, but now the assurance ts, ‘‘once again I will make heaven as 
well as earth to quake.” ?1 That phrase (rd 86 as Eph 4°), ‘‘ once again,” de- 
notes (Snot, as in 99) the removal of what is shaken (as no more than created), 
to leave only what stands unshaken. ™ Therefore let us render thanks that we 
get ап unshaken realm ; and in this way let us worship God acceptably—? but 
with godly fear and awe, for our God is indeed “а consuming fire.” 


The divine revelation in the sacrifice of Jesus (AaAobvri) 
suggests the start of the next appeal and warning. From the 
celestial order, just sketched, the divine revelation (tév Aadouvra 
. . . Tov ёт" odpavayv) is made to us; instead of rejecting it, which 
would be tragic, let us hold to it.. The argument is: God’s 
revelation (v.2) implies a lasting relationship to himself (v.78) ; 
and although the present order of things in the universe 15 
doomed to a speedy fall (v.26), this catastrophe will only bring 
out the unchanging realm in which God and we stand together 
(v.27). The abruptness of the asyndeton in (v.25) BAémere ph ктА. 
adds to its force. Mapattyonobe . . . mapattnodpevor are only a 
verbal echo of тарттттауто ктА. іп v.!9; for the refusal of the 
people to hear God except through Moses 1s not blamed but 
praised by God (Dt 5%). Тһе writer, of course, may have 
ignored this, and read an ominous significance into the instinctive 
terror of the people, as if their refusal meant a radical rejection 
of God. Butthisis unlikely. By mapattnodpevor tov хрпратфоута 
he means any obstinate rejection of what Moses laid down for 
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them as the will of God. Е... ойк (as was the fact) ёёёфоүо» 
(referring to the doom mentioned in 2? 37 102%), As in 2° (môs 
nets ekpevéópeða), ékoeóyo is used absolutely ; the weaker é$vyov 
is read only by x° DK L M Y тод, etc. In the following words 
there are three possible readings. Тһе original text ran: (а) еті 
YS Tapavrqgápevor tov xpynpatiLovra (N* A C D M d boh Cyr), 
еті yns being as often thrown to the front for the sake of 
emphasis. But the hyperbaton seemed awkward. Hence (0) 
Tov еті уй mapaityoduevor x. (N° К L P Chrys. Thdt. etc.) 
and (c) wapaitynodpevor tov елі yns x. (69. 256. 263. 436. 462. 
467. 1837. 2005 vg) are attempts to make it clear that еті үйе 
goes with тд» хртматіфоута, not with mapattnodpevor. The latter 
interpretation misses the point of the contrast, which is not 
between a rejection on earth and a rejection in heaven (2, but 
between a human oracle of God and the divine Voice ar 
ойрауду to us. The allusion in tov ypnpartfovra! is to Moses, 
as Chrysostom was the first to see. То refuse to listen to him is 
what has been already called á6eretv убиоу Mwiicéws (1028). Ав 
the Sinai-revelation is carefully described in 2? as 6 ài а4ууӘоу 
AadnGets Абуов, so here Moses is ó xpypatifwy, or, as Luke puts 
it, 05 éóécaro Абу: Càvra Sovvac (Ас 738); he was the divine 
instructor of the Aads on earth. It is repeatedly said (Ex 2022, 
Dt 42%) that God spoke to the people at Sinai ек rod офрауоВ, so 
that to take róv xpnpatifovra here as God, would be out of 
keeping with еті ts yfs. Тһе writer uses the verb in a wider 
sense than in that of 8° and 117; it means “the man who had 
divine authority to issue orders," just as in Jer 26? (то: Aóyovs 
oùs сџуєтаёа сов афтоі xpyuarioat), etc. He deliberately writes 
Tov xpuaritovra Of Moses, keeping тбу AaAo)vra as usual for 
God. ‘Then, he concludes, тоХд (altered, as in v.9, to тоААФ by 
D° K LM P ® 226, or to посо, as in 91%, by 255) ра\оу (sc. ойк 
екфеибои«ба) ńpets ot tov (sc. хруматібоута) ӛт” одрауду ётострефб- 
pevor (with accus. as з Мас 37% алеотрауауто тфу atipyrtov 
тодат«(ау, and 2 Ті 115 дтеотрафуоду дє mávres). 


It is surprising that ойрауоб (к М 216. 424**. 489. 547. 623. 642. 920. 
1518. 1872 Chrys.) has not wider support, though, as 09:24 shows, there is 
no difference in sense. 


In у.29 об ў $ovi] Tijv уђу éoddeuce тӛте is another (cp. vv.1?- 14) 
unintentional rhythm, this time a pentameter.  Tóre, Ze. at 
Sinai. But in the LXX of Ex 1019, which the writer used, the 
shaking of the hill is altered into the quaking of the people, and 
Те 54 does not refer to the Sinai episode. Probably the writer 
inferred an earthquake from the poetical allusions in Ps 1147 


! Cp. Jos. Ant. iii. 8. 8, Mwiions . . . éxypnuarlfero тері Фу ёбєїто тара 
той беой. 
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(écaXev0Q т) уң), Ps 6898. 7718, when these were associated with 
the ре theophany at Sinai. Мб» бе ёттүүүє\та: (passive in 
middle sense, as Ro 4?!) Аёуш», introducing а loose reminiscence 
and adaptation of Hag 29 (ет dma ёуо оєісо тбу ovpavóv kai THY 
yv ктА.), where the prediction of a speedy convulsion of nature 
and the nations has been altered! in the LXX, by the intro- 
duction of ёт, into а mere prediction of some ultimate crisis, 
with reference to some preceding getots, 2.6. for our writer the 
Sinai-revelation. The second and final ete: is to be at the 
return of Jesus (02%), 

Тһе anticipation of such a cosmic collapse entered apocalyptic. "Thus the 
author of Apoc. Baruch tells his readers, '* if you prepare your hearts, so as 
to sow in them the fruits of the law, it shall protect you when the Mighty 
One is to shake the whole creation ” (32 j. 

In v.7 the Haggai prediction is made to mean the removal 
(метабесту, stronger sense than even in 717) тӛу eaAevogévov (by 
the тєє). There is a divine purpose in the cosmic catastrophe, 
however; it is iva petv] тё ph oadeudpeva, Ze. the Васа 
doddeutos of the Christian order. For ácáhevros, compare Philo, 
de vit. Mosis, Ic ru де TOUTOV LÓVOV В «Вам, ácaAevra, 4крабаута 

. рёв mayiws ad 15 Tj. épas ёурафт expe viv каї трд$ TÓV 
ётєта таута Quupevety éArris avrà alova womep абауота. Хеіш апа 
соХейш аге cognate terms (cp. e.g. Sir 1618-19 б otpavos . . . каї у? 
соХеубусоутай . . . ра та Ор kai та OepeAta THs уўѕ o vaa etovrat). 
Неге ceiow is changed into сє» by D K L P d arm and some 
cursives, probably to conform with the form of the promise in 
Hag 2?! (éyà сеію róv ойр. каї rjv yv). The hint is more 
reticent, and therefore more impressive than the elaborate pre- 
diction of the Jewish apocalyptist in Apoc. Bar 598: “but also 
the heavens were shaken at that time from their place, and those 
who were under the throne of the Mighty One were perturbed, 
when He was taking Moses unto Himself. For He showed him 

. the pattern of Zion and its measures, in the pattern of 
which was to be made the sanctuary of the present time " (cp. 
He 89) "There is а premonition of the last judgment in En 
60l, as a convulsion which shook not only heaven, but the nerves 
of the myriads of angels. 

“There have been two notable transitions of life,” says Gregory of 
Nazianzus (Ora£. v. 25), in the history of the world, z.e. the two covenants, 
** which are also called earthquakes on account of their arresting character ” 
(dca тд той mpdypuaros mepiBónrov) ; the first from idols to the Law, the second 
from the Law to the gospel. We bring the good news of yet a third earth- 


quake, the transition from the present order to the future (тфу évreüOev еті rà 
екеісе метбстасау, Ta иткёті kwolpeva, pnôè aaXevópeva).? 


12,2. while Haggai predicts ‘‘it will be very soon,” the LXX says ‘‘once 
again." 
2 Probably a reference to Не 127, 
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Changes and crises may only serve to render a state or an 
individual more stable. Thus Plutarch says of Rome, in the 
disturbed days of Numa, кабатер rà xatrarnyvipeva TQ секс Oat 
parrov épalerat, фоууос даг бокобса бй tov кіубіушу (Vit. Num. 
8) But the writer’s point in У.27 is that there is ап áedáAeuros 
Basiea 1 already present, in the fellowship of the new t6, 
and that the result of the cosmic catastrophe will simply be to 
leave this unimpaired, to let it stand out in its supreme reality 
and permanence. Тһе passage is a counterpart to 11012 where 
skies and earth vanish, though they are God's own ёруа. So 
here, the writer puts in, by way of parenthesis, ós mezounpéver. 
Kypke took mwerompévwv, “pro mezovuévqv, sc. uerádÜeaw," com- 
paring Mt 519 where he regarded ФЛауістшу as similarly equiva- 
lent to éXaxtoryy. Тһе word would then be a genitive absolute, 
connecting with what follows: * all this being done so that,” etc. 
Even when -emrowpévov is taken in its ordinary sense, it is 
sometimes connected with tva «7A. (so, e.g., Bengel and Delitzsch) ; 
the aim of creation was to replace the provisional by, the per- 
manent, the temporal by the eternal. А far-fetched interpreta- 
tion. Even the conjecture (Valckenaer) тетоу/меушу (labouring 
with decay) is needless, though ingenious. In уу,28: 29 the final 
word upon this prospect and its responsibilities is said. Aó (as 
in v.12), in view of this outlook (in у.27), gaeuetav &oáAeurov 
(metaphorical, as, e.g., Diod. Sic. xii. 29, omovdat doddevrat) 
rapaAopávorres (cp. 2 Mac то! and Epist. Arist. 36, каї Үрей 
02 mapaAa[jóvres түу Вас:Лєау ктА., for this common phrase) 
éxwpev xápw (8:0 with pres. subjunctive as in 6). Тһе unique 
and sudden reference to the primitive idea of Вас‹Ає(а (see 
Introd., p. xxxiii) may bea reminiscence of the scripture from which 
he has just quoted ; the prediction about the shaking of heaven 
and earth is followed, іп Hag 222% by the further assertion, xai 
«aracToéjo Üpóvovs Вао4Аешу, kai eLoArAcOpevow бууашу Вас:Хшу 
тоу 2бубу. Possibly our author regarded the prediction in Dn 718 
(каї тараАоута: туу Васв4Ле(ау йү: tWiorov kai kaÜé£ovatw 
айту еше aidvos тәу atovov) as fulfilled already in the Christian 
church, though he does not mean by BaotAciay тараћаи Bávovres 
that Christians enter on their reign. 

Why thankfulness (for this common phrase, see Epict. i. 2. 23, 
éyw хари, ore pov феду, апа ОР. 138178 (2nd century) ба 
босібу TG cocavrt дтебібонеу yápıras) should be the standing 
order for them, the writer explains in $ fs ктА. ; it is the one 
acceptable Xarpeóew (017), or, as he puts it afterwards (1315), the 
real sacrifice of Christians. Av йе Хатреубреу (subj. cohortative 
in relative clause, like orjre in І P 517) ebapeoróüs (not in LXX ; 

! Cp. Wis 515. 16 б{кшо: dé els тд» aldva (Gow . . . Мўдүорта: тд Васі. 
Aevov T$ eUmpemelas . . . ёк xeEtpds Kuplov, ёт т) берші акетдсей avrovs. 
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an adverb from the verb in the sense of 11° 9) то @€6. The v. 
éxoney (N К P Lat syr™! eth etc.) is the usual (see Ro 51) 
phonetic blunder, though Хатребонву ( М Р уг?“ arm) would 
yield as fair a sense as Aarpevouev (A C D L 33. 104 Lat sah 
etc.). In perà.. . 8éovs he puts in a characteristic warning 
against presumption. There are three readings. (а) «Лаба 
kal Óéovs, N* А C D 256. 263. 436. 1912 sah boh вуге arm. 
(6) etAaBelas каї aidods, N^ M P W 6. тод. 326. 1739 lat Orig. 
(с) aidots каї edAaBeias, K L 462 syr™! Chrys. Thdt. Тһе acci- 
dental doubling of a: (from каг) led to (2), especially as aidots 
and «Ао Ва were often bracketed together, and as deds was a 
rare word (first popularized in Hellenistic Judaism by 2 Macca- 
bees)  EóAapeía here as in 57 (ср. 117) of reverent awe. Kat 
yàp 6 беде T] àv mp катағаЛіскоу (v.?). Not ‘‘for our God too 
is a тор àv.," for the writer believed that the same God was God 
of the old д:абукт and of the new; besides, this rendering would 
require каї yàp Hav ó Beds. Тһе phrase is from Dt 47% (Moses 
at Sinai to the Israelites) бт Kvpios б Geos соу mp karavaA(akov 
естіу, беде ("Аөттз (cp. 93), referring to his intense resentment of 
anything like idolatry, which meant a neglect of the 96km. 
There is no allusion to fire as purifying; the author of Wisdom 
(1616) describes the Egyptians as тър: катауаЛискоиеуоь, and it 15 
this punitive aspect of God which is emphasized here, the divine 
fndos (see p. xxxvi). 


This is one of Tertullian's points (adv. Marc. i. 26-27) against the 
Marcionite conception of a God who is good-natured and nothing more: 
“tacite permissum est, quod sine ultione prohibetur . . . nihil Deo tam 
indignum quam non exsequi quod noluit et prohibuit admitti . . . malo 
parcere Deum indignius sit quam animadvertere. . . . Plane nec pater tuus 
est, in quem competat et amor propter pietatem, et timor propter potestatem ? 
nec legitimus dominus, ut diligas propter humanitatem et timeas propter 
disciplinam.” Іп IIpós 'Efpaíovs there is no softening of the conception, as іп 
Philo' argument (de Sacrificantibus, 8) that God's requirement is simply 
ауатау айтду ws evepyérny, el бе и), фоВєіс бол your ws &pxovra kal kúpiov, kal 
bia пасу lévai TÕv els ápéakeiav 00!» kal Матрєйє адто wh mapépyus adda 
Nm 77 Vvxy тетХАтромеуу yrouns ФӘобеоу kal тоу évroddv айтоў wepiéxerOat 
kal rà бікша тиби. Іп de Decalogo, 11, he spiritualizes the fire at Sinai thus: 
той трде тд меу фотіСеу TÒ бё kalew тефукеу (those who obey the divine laws 
being inwardly enlightened, those who disobey being inflamed and consumed 
by their vices), and closes the treatise (33) by enunciating his favourite doc- 
trine that God never punishes directly but only indirectly (here hy Alxy, whose 
appropriate task is to punish those who disobey her liege Lord). Indeed he 
allegorizes the OT comparison of God to а flame (Quaest, in Exod. 24Y 
GoTep бё 7 PASE тасау THY тарарРАубесау SrAnY ávaMoket, ойтиз, бтау еті- 
фотђст «Әйкриуі5 той Oeo Еууоа rp үмхі mavras тоўѕ етеробб:ом dceBelas 
Aoytopovs бюфдеіре, кадостодса тӯ» Srnv õıdvoravr). Тһе closest parallel to 
our passage lies in Ps.-Sol 155 where the author declares that praise to God 
is the one security for man. Waddv xai alvov per’ 96% év є0фросбур карбій5, 
картду xeiNéuv . . . åmapxhy xeuéwv дтб кардіаѕ òsias kal dexalas, б wordy 
raüra ov carevdjoerar els тду alQva бтӧ (2.6. Отд) какой, ФАФЕ тирде xal 
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бру) ddlkwy ойх &perac адтой, Órav éféN0g еті àpapreoUs awd тротфтоу 
коріои. 


With this impressive sentence NMpds 'Efpa(ous really closes. 
But the writer appends (see Introd., pp. xxvilif.) a more or less 
informal postscript, with some personal messages to the com- 
munity. А handful of moral counsels (уу,1-7) is followed by a 
longer paragraph (vv.919), and the closing personal messages аге 
interrupted by a farewell benediction (v.?9). 


1727 your brotherly love continue. ? Never forget to be hospitable, for by 
hospitality (бұд ravrys, as 1215) some have entertained angels unawares. 3 Re. 
member prisoners as vf you were in prison yourselves ; remember those who are 
being ill-treated (11%), since you too are in the body. 


Neither ф/ХабеАфіа nor duofevía is а LXX term, though 
the broader sense of the former begins in 4 Мас 137% 26 14}. 
Mevéro (cp. 619 то?“ 32), though its demands might be severe at 
times (cp. Ro 1216, 1 P 122; Clem. Ro 1?; Herm. Mand. 819); the 
duty is laid as usual on members of the church, not specially on 
officials. In v.? a particular expression of this фХабеХфиа is called 
for. ¢tNofevia was practically an article of religion in the ancient 
world. The primary reference here in reves is to Abraham апа 
Sara (Gn 181%), possibly to Manoah (Jg 13°"), and even to Tobit 
(Tob 1215); but the point of the counsel would be caught readily 
by readers familiar with the Greek and Roman legends of divine 
visitants being entertained unawares by hospitable people, e.g. 
Hom. Odyss. xvii. 485 f. (kat те беоі Еейуоитиу ёокбтє$ àAXoOamotat 

| таутоѓо: reAéÜovres, ётістроф®о: тоа, cp. Plat. Soph. 216 B); 
Sil. Паһ vii 173f. (“laetus nec senserat hospes | advenisse 
deum"), and the story of Philemon and Baucis (Ovid, Mez. 
viii. 626 f.) alluded to in Ac 14H. In the Hellenic world the 
worship of Zeus Xenios (e.g. Musonius Rufus, xv. a, ó тері $évovs 
d8ukog els tov féviov ápaprdve Aia) fortified this kindly custom. 
According to Resh Lakish (Sota, 102), Abraham planted the tree 
at Beersheba (Gn 2153) for the refreshment of wayfarers, and 
ф:Хоёєиќа was always honoured in Jewish tradition (e.g. Sabbath, 
127. 1, “there are six things, the fruit of which a man eats in 
this world and by which his horn is raised in the world to come: 
they are, hospitality to strangers, the visiting of the sick,” etc.). 
But there were pressing local reasons for this kindly virtue in the 
primitive church. Christians travelling abroad on business might 
be too poor to afford a local inn. Extortionate charges were 
frequent; indeed the bad repute which innkeepers enjoyed in 
the Greek world (cp. Plato's Laws, 918 D) was due partly to this 
and partly also to a “general feeling against taking money for 
hospitality? (cp. Jebb’s Theophrastus, p. 94). But, in addition, 
the moral repute of inns stood low (Theophrastus, Char. 6? 
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беш/б< 02 mavdoxevaat каї пориоВоскӯса: ктА.); there is significance 
in the Jewish tradition preserved by Josephus (Ant. v. 1. 1) 
that Rahab ý тори (1181) kept an inn. For a Christian 
to frequent such inns might be to endanger his character, 
and this consideration favoured the practice of hospitality on 
the part of the local church, apart altogether from the discomforts 
of an inn. (“In the better parts of the empire and in the larger 
places of resort there were houses corresponding in some 
measure to the old coaching inns of the eighteenth century ; in 
the East there were the well-known caravanserais ; but for the most 
part the ancient hostelries must have afforded but undesirable 
quarters. They were neither select nor clean," T. С. Tucker, 
Life in the Roman World, p. 20.) Some of these travellers 
would be itinerant evangelists (cp. 3 Jn 5%). 

According to Philo the three wayfarers seen by Abraham did 
not at first appear divine (oi 62 беютерав бутес фусєос éAeA0ecay), 
though later on he suspected they were either prophets or angels 
when they had promised him the birth of a son in return for his 
splendid hospitality (brah. 22-23). “In a wise man's house,” 
Philo observes, “по one is slow to practise hospitality : women 
and men, slaves and freedmen alike, are most eager to do 
service to strangers" ; at the same time such hospitality was 
only an incident (тареруоу) and instance (ёєуџа сафестатоу) 
of Abraham's larger virtue, 46. of his piety. Josephus also 
(Ant. i. 11. 2) makes Abraham suppose the three visitors 
were human strangers, until at last they revealed themselves 
as divine angels (беасамеуов Tpeis dyyéAovs kai vouícas elvat 
£évovs ўстасатб т” ávagrüs kai тар avrQ karaxÜévras тарєкале: 
беуішу peraAaf)éy). It was ignorance of the classical idiom (cp. 
Herod. i. 44, vtzoóeéáuevos тбу бейуоу фоуға той maiðòs ёЛаубаує 
Вбокоу) in адои gevicavres, which led to the corruptions of 
£Aa0ov in some Latin versions into ''latuerunt," ''didicerunt," 
and “placuerunt.” Note the paronomasia émiÀay8ávecOe . 
Әлабоу, and the emphatic position of dyyéAous. “ You never know 
whom you may be entertaining,” the writer means. ‘‘Some 
humble visitor may turn out to be for you a very &yyeAos («ot 
(cp. Gal 414). 

Mipynoxeoe (bear in mind, and act on your thought of) тӛу 
Seopiwy. Strangers come within sight; prisoners (v.*) have to 
be sought out or—if at a distance—borne in mind. Christian 
kindness to the latter, e. to fellow-Christians arrested for some 
reason or other, took the form either of personally visiting them 
to alleviate their sufferings by sympathy and gifts (cp. Mt 25%, 
2 Ті 119), or of subscribing money (to pay their debts or, in the 
case of prisoners of war, to purchase their release), or of praying 
for them (Col 413 and 4?). АП this formed a prominent feature 


15 


226 THE EPISTLE ТО THE HEBREWS [| XIII. з. 


of early Christian social ethics. Тһе literature is full of tales 
about the general practice: eg. Aristid. 4420/7. 15; Tertull. ad 
Mart. 1f. and Ago. 39, with the vivid account of Lucian in the 
de Morte Peregr. 12, 13. This subject is discussed by Harnack 
in the Expansion of Early Christianity (bk. 11. ch. 3, section 5). 
Our author urges, “remember the imprisoned” фе ouvdedepévor. 
If ós is taken in the same sense as the following ós, the meaning 
is: (a) “ав prisoners yourselves," Ze. in the literal sense, “ since 
you know what it means to be in prison”; or (2) “ав im- 
prisoned,” in the metaphorical sense of Diognet. 6, Хротиауоі 
karéxovrat às еу ppoupa ta kóope. А third alternative sense is 
suggested by LXX of т S 18! (7 yvy) Тоуабау cvvedeOn rH уух?) 
Aavid), but the absence of a dative after cuvdedenevor and the 
parallel phrase ós èv odpar rule it out. Probably ós is no more 
than an equivalent for ®ve. Christians are to regard themselves 
as one with their imprisoned fellows, in the sense of 1 Co 1276 
єтє пасує: ёи péos, туштат xev таута та péAy. ‘This interpreta- 
tion tallies with 1094 above (cp. Neh 18 *). It does not, however, 
imply that ғу eópari, in the next clause, means “іп the Body (of 
which you and your suffering fellows are alike members"); for 
èv odpatt refers to the physical condition of liability to similar 
ill-usage. See Orig. с. Cels. 11. 23, trav rots еу сорас: (Bouhéreau 
conj. сорат:і) сур Зошубутоу, and especially Philo’s words describ- 
ing some spectators of the cruelties inflicted by a revenue officer 
on his victims, as suffering acute pain, ws êv rois érépov a ópacuv 
айфтоі kakovj.evot (de Spec. Leg. ili. зо). So in de Confus. Ling. 35, 
Kal TQ суифор@у ávqvíraev TOV kakovxouévov (i.e. by exile, famine, 
and plague; cp. He 11%") otk еубефесал үөріш, a opart. 

Seneca (Zp. ix. 8) illustrates the disinterestedness of friendship by 
observing that the wise man does not make friends for the reason suggested 
by Epicurus, viz., to ““һауе someone who will sit beside him when he is ill, 
someone to assist him when he is thrown into chains or in poverty," but 
“that he may have someone beside whom, in sickness, he may himself sit, 
someone whom he may set free from captivity in (һе hands of the enemy." 
The former kind of friendship he dismisses as inadequate : **a man has made 
a friend who is to assist him in the event of bondage (' adversum vincula ?), 
but such a friend will forsake him as soon as the chains rattle (*cum primum 
crepuerit catena’).” In Ер. Arist. 241, 242, when the king asks what is the 
use of kinship, the Jew replies, йу rots cvuBalvovst voulfwuerv arvxotor шеу 
éAarroUc Gat kal kakoraÜ pev ws avrol, palverac тд avyyevés дсоу ісх0бу éort. 
Cicero specially praises generosity to prisoners, and charity in general, as 
being serviceable not only to individuals but to the State (de Offic. ii. 18, 
** haec benignitas etiam rei publicae est utilis, redimi e servitute captos, locu- 
pletari tenuiores"), 

* Let marriage be held іп honour by all, and keep the marriage-bed ип. 
stained. God will punish the victous and adulterous. 

5 Keep your life free from the love of money ; be content with what you 
have, for He (а%тб5) has said, 

“* Never will 7 fail you, never will I forsake you." 
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6 So that we сап say confidently, 


'* The Lord is my helper (BonOds, ср. 218419, Z will not be afraid. 
What can men do % me?” 


As уу.1-2 echo 1024 32 83, ү,4 drives home the zópvos of 1219, 
and уу.5: 6 echo the reminder of 108 Evidently (v.5), as among 
the Macedonian Christians (1 Th 499), deAadeAdia could be 
taken for granted more readily than sexual purity. Tipos (sc. 
ёсто as in v.5, Ro 129, the asyndeton being forcible) ó үйров еу 
mâ, Le. primarily by all who are married, as the following 
clause explains. "There may be an inclusive reference to others 
who are warned against lax views of sexual morality, but there is 
no clear evidence that the writer means to protest against an 
ascetic disparagement of marriage. Kotry is, like the classical 
Aéxos, а euphemistic term for sexual intercourse, here between 
the married ; ápiavros. 15 used of incest, specially in Test. Reub. 
iG: épiava котту той татрде pov: Plutarch, de Fluviis, 18, wy 
беАшу puaivery Tv котту TOU уеууйсаутов, etc. ; but here іп а 
general sense, as, e.g., in Wisdom: 

pakapia 7) отєра 1 apiayTos, 
NTS ойк EYVW коітту ÈV паратторать, 
є, картбу еу ет«окот фэхоу (313), 
and ovre | (05 ovre ydpovs kaÜapovs ете vAáocovaw, 
érepos 0° črepov 1) AoxGv ávaipet 1) уобейшу dduva (142). 


In тбруоуе yàp kai potxous ктА., the writer distinguishes between 
рогҳо!, Т.е. married persons who have illicit relations with other 
married persons, and хторуоь of the sexually vicious in general, 
ie. married persons guilty of incest or sodomy as well as of 
fornication. In the former case the main reference is to the 
breach of another person's marriage; in the latter, the pre- 
dominating idea is treachery to one’s own marriage vows. ‘The 
possibility of zopveía in marriage is admitted in Tob 87 (où бю 
Topvelav yw AapBavw Tv adeAdyv pov таттуу), f.e. of mere 
sexual gratification! as distinct from the desire and duty of 
having children, which Jewish and strict Greek ethics held to be 
the paramount aim of marriage (along with mutual fellowship) ; 
but this is only one form of wopveia. In the threat xpwet (as in 
1080) б Oeds, the emphasis is on б @eds. “Longe plurima pars 
scortatorum et adulterorum est sine dubio, quae effugit notitiam 
iudicum mortalium . . . magna pars, etiamsi innotescat, tamen 
poenam civilem et disciplinam ecclesiasticam vel effugit vel 
leuissime persentiscit ” (Bengel). 


This is another social duty (cp. Philo, de Deca/ogo, 24). In view of the 
Epicurean rejection of marriage (e.g. Epict. iii. 7. 19), which is finely 





1 uù еу wade ет«бишіоз, as Paul would say (1 Th 45). 
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answered by Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Z7orz/eg. lxvii. 25: 0 eùyevňs xal 
«бұлухов véos . . . Üewpüv бібті тӨХеюов olkos kal Bios ойк dXXws дурата: 
yevésOar, A pera. — yvvaukós kal тёкуши кт\.), as well as of current ascetic 
tendencies (e.g., І Ti 43), there may have been a need of vindicating marriage, 
but the words here simply maintain the duty of keeping marriage vows 
unbroken. Тһе writer is urging chastity, not the right and duty of any 
Christian to marry. Prejudices born of the later passion for celibacy led to 
the suppression of the inconvenient еу más: (om. 38. 460. 623. 1836. 1912* 
Didymus, Cyril Jerus., Eus., Athan., Epiphanius, Thdt.) Тһе sense is 
hardly affected, whether yáp (кА D* M Р lat sah boh) or 8ё (C D° Y 6 syr 
arm eth Clem., Eus., Didymus, Chrys.) is read, although the latter would 
give better support to the interpretation of the previous clause as an anti- 
ascelic maxim. 


A warning against greed of gain (vv. 9) follows the warning 
against sexual impurity. There may be a link of thought between 
them. For the collocation of sensuality and the love of money, 
see Æpict. iii. 7. 21, сої Kady ywatka gaiverGar идбешау 7) THY 
ony, Kadov maida pydéva, каАбу 4руурона pyfev, хрусора pv: 
Test. Jud. 18, purdgacGe то rijs mopveias каї THS ф:Ларуурќаѕ . .. 
бте таёта . . . ойк @фїє дубра éAeHoa TÓv тАлоіоу avro), and 
Philo's (de Post. Caini, 34) remark, that all the worst quarrels, 
public and private, аге due to greedy craving for ў etpopdias 
ywvauküs ў xpuypárov krÀ. In de Abrah. 26, he attributes the 
sensuality of Sodom to its material prosperity. Lucian notes the 
same connexion in JVigrin. 16 (evvewcépxerat yàp porxeia xai 
duXapyvpía ктА., the love of money having been already set as 
the source of such vices). In 1 Co 51% Paul brackets ot srópvo: 
with of zA«ovékra, and тАвоу«Шао (cp. 1 Th 49) as selfishness 
covers adultery as well as grasping covetousness. But the 
deeper tie between the two sins is that the love of luxury and 
the desire for wealth open up opportunities of sensual indulgence. 
In injuries to other people, Cicero observes (de Offic. i. 7. 24), 
“latissime patet avaritia.” When Longinus describes the deterior- 
ating effects of this passion or vice in character (Ze Sublim. 44), 
he begins by distinguishing it from теге love of pleasure ; 
dirapyupia меу уботра pixporrovoy, ШАчбоуа $ дуеууестатор. 
Then he proceeds to analyse the working of фАаруурі in life, 
its issue in 08р, тарауоша, and ávataXvvrüa. 

"АФАдрүшров (the rebel Appianus tells Marcus Aurelius, in 
OP. xxxiii. то, 11, that his father rò меу mpórov ўи piAdcogos, то 
Sevrepov adiAdpyvpos, Tò трітоу ФАФуабов) ó трбтов (in sense of 
“mores,” as often, eg., M. Aurelius, i. 16, «ai mâs 0 tovovTos 
трбтов). "ApxoUpevo: is the plur. ptc. after a noun (as in 2 Co 17, 
Ro 129), and with rots mapodow reproduces а common Greek 
phrase for contentment, e.g. Teles, vii. 7, АХА” fpeis od боуар«ба 
ápxeiaÜat rots тароочу, бтау каї tpupy толу біббиеу, and xxviii. 31, 
kai ji) (xov ойк émuroDija eis 4АЛХа [Juba dpxovpevos rots apovow. 
Тһе feature here is the religious motive adduced in ойто yàp 
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etpykev (of God as usual, e.g., 118), a phrase which (ср. Ас 20% 
айтов «ітеу) recalls the Pythagorean aùròs “фа (“thus said the 
Master"). The quotation où pý сє avd o08' où pý сє ёукатаћіто is 
a popular paraphrase of Jos 15 or Gn 2815 (cp. Dt 318, 1 Ch 2820) 
which the writer owes to Philo (de Confus. Ling. 32), who quotes 
it exactly in this form as a Aóytov то? thew Geod peoròv ўрердтутос, 
but simply as a promise that God will never leave the human 
soul to its own unrestrained passions. Тһе combination of the 
aor. subj. with the first ой иу and the reduplication of the 
negative (for où ой ий, cp. Mt 247!) amount to a strong 
asseveration. Note that the writer does not appeal, as Josephus 
does, to the merits of the fathers (Antig. Xi pou. TOV меу бебу 
lore pág TOY татёр–у "ABpapov xai сакоо kai ТакФВоу 
mapaj.évovra. kai dua TIS ёкєіуоу OuKaoovvys ойк ёукатаћєітоута THY 
rèp huv mpovoray) in assuring his readers that they will not be 
left forlorn by God. 

’"Eyxatadelrw (so all the uncials except D) may be simply an ortho- 
graphical variant of the true reading éyxaraAlrw (aorist subj.). In Dt 316 
the A text runs ой дт) сє аруу 000” ой сє ёукатаћєітт, in Jos 15 ойк еүкатаХе(то) 
ge ойбе UrepdYoual сє, and іп Gn 2815 où uý сє ёукатоћєіто. The promise 


originally was of a martial character. But, as Keble puts it (Christian Year, 
“Тһе Accession ”): 


* Not upon kings ог priests alone 
the power of that dear word is spent ; 
it chants to all in softest tone 
the lowly lesson of content." 

"Qore (у.б) Фарробутав (on the evidence for this form, which 
Plutarch prefers to the Ionic variant Oapcety, cp. Crónert's 
Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, 133?) рде (om. M, accidentally) 
Aéyew. What God says to us moves us to say something to 
ourselves. This quotation from Ps 1186 is exact, except that 
the writer, for the sake of terseness, omits the кай (=so) before 
ой ЕЕ which is reinserted һук°АЮОКТГ,М syr" etc. 
For the phrase барроФутав Aéyew, see Pr 1?! (Wisdom) еті 6% 
rúas тбАєш$ Üappovca Aéye.: and for Bonds and баррєу in con- 
junction, see Xen. Cyr. у. 1. 25, 20, ётєдй Ò ёк Пєрс@у_ 80110 
Ту Фрил]Ө]$ . . . viv & aù ойтов éxopey às aiv меу сой биос каї 
еу т) тоХеріа Ovres барробивяу. Epictetus tells а man who is 
tempted (ii. 18. 29), tov ÜcoU мемуусо, еке(уоу ётікаћо? Вотбду кай 
rapacTárQv. This is the idea of the psalm- -quotation here. 
Courage 15 described in Galen (de H. et Plat. decr. vii. 2) as the 
knowledge « Фу xpi] барреу 1 pù барреіу, a genuinely Stoic defini- 
tion; and Alkibiades tells, in the Symposium (221 А), how he 
came upon Sokrates and Laches retreating during the Athenian 
defeat at Delium xat доу є0005 _TapaxeAevopat те афтосу Üappev, 
Kat éAeyov б От: oùk атоДХей)ш avro. In the touching prayer pre- 
served in the Acta Pauli (xlii.), Thekla cries, 6 Oeds pov каї roð 
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3 , ” s? ^ € ех ^ a €5 ` \ э ^ 
oikov тойтоу, Хриттё Incod ó 110$ tov бео9, ó ¿poi 30005 еу фи/Лакф, 
Bonbds еті іүуембушу, ото еу mupit, Вот00 év Onpiors. 

According to Pliny (E22. ix. 30: ' primum est autem suo esse contentum, 
deinde, quos praecipue scias indigere sustentantem fouentemque orbe quodam 
societatis ambire") a man's first duty is to be content with what he has ; his 
second, to go round and help all in his circle who are most in need. 
Epictetus quotes a saying of Musonius Rufus: ой 0ё\єї$ ueXerüv. &ркєїтӨш TQ 
ӧєдошёуф ; (i. І. 27) ; but this refers to life in general, not to money or property 
in particular. Тһе argument of our author is that instead of clinging to their 
possessions and setting their hearts on goods (10%), which might still be 
taken from them by rapacious pagans, they must realize that having God 
they have enough. He will never allow them to be utterly stripped of the 
necessaries of life. Instead of trying to refund themselves for what they had 
lost, let them be content with what is left to them and rely on God to 
preserve their modest all; he will neither drop nor desert them. 


Hitherto the community has been mainly (see оп 12145) 
addressed as a whole. Now the writer reminds them of the 
example of their founders, dead and gone, adding this to the 
previous list of memories (121). 


7 Remember your leaders, the men who spoke the word of God to you; look 
back upon the close of their career, and copy their faith. 


Mvqpovedere тау Tjyoupévov Sav oitives (since they were the 
men who) éAdAnoov ӛріу tov Adyov той 0coó. The special function 
of these primitive apostles and prophets was to preach the 
gospel (cp. 1 Co 117) with the supernatural powers of the Spirit. 
Then the writer adds a further title to remembrance, their con- 
sistent and heroic life; they had sealed their testimony with 
their (àv ктА.) blood. “Hyovsevos, like épywv, was a substantival 
formation which had a wide range of meaning; here it is 
equivalent to “ president" or “leader ” (cp. Ерр. Apollon. ii. 69, 
avdpas rovs тууоодеуоу$ ру = your leading citizens, or prominent 
теп, and Ac r5?2)! It was they who had founded the church 
by their authoritative preaching; ФаАусау tyiv tov Абуоу тоў 
Geov recalls the allusion to the cwrypia which úrò тфу акооадутоу 
(Le. Jesus) eis $pàs “Б«Важб) (25). Тһе phrase denotes, in 
primitive Christianity (e.g. Did. 4! where the church-member is 
bidden remember with honour tod AaAob)vros сой Tov Абуоу ToU 
бео%), the central function of the apostolic ministry as the 
declaration and interpretation of the divine Acyos. These men 
had died for their faith ; €xBaots here, as in Wis 217 (rà еу екВасв 
avro), is, like &£o8os, a metaphor for death as the close of life, 
evidently a death remarkable for its witness to faith. They had 
laid down their lives as martyrs. This proves that the allusion 
in 12* does not exclude some martyrdoms in the past history of 
the community, unless the reference here is supposed to mean 


l In Ер. Arist. 310, of the headmen of the Jewish community at 
Alexandria. 
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no more than that they died as they had lived ката rior (1113), 
without giving up their faith. 

In Egypt, during the Roman period, “а liturgical college of mpeoBvrepor 
or 7ryobuevo. was at the head of each temple” (GCP. 1. 127), the latter term 


being probably taken from its military sense of ‘‘ officers” (e.g. 7ryeuóves rv 
Ёо rá£eov). 


"Ағофешробутве is '" scanning closely, looking back (dva-) 
on”; and dvactpody is used in this sense even prior to Polybius ; 
e.g. Magn. 4635 ** (iii p.c.) and Magn. 165? (1 A.D.) da тӯи то? 
nOovs кбошоу avactpodyy. Ав for pipeto&e, the verb never occurs 
in the LXX except as a 2.7. (B*) for ешозусав in Ps 31%, and 
there in a bad sense. The good sense begins in Wis 4? 
(тароосау те pupoUvrat айттуу), so far as Hellenistic Judaism goes, 
and in 4 Mac 9? (шдтсаобє pe) 13° (puo ópeÜa. rovs Tpeis rovs 
еті Tis ZXvpías veavioxovs) it is used of imitating a personal 
example, as here. In the de Congressu Erudit. 13, Philo argues 
that the learner listens to what his teacher says, whereas a man 
who acquires true wisdom by practice and meditation (6 ёё 
асктсє то KaAdv GAAG py SidacKaria ктоиеуое) attends ov Tots 
Aeyopevors àÀÀà Tots A€yovot, pipovpevos Tov éketvov (оу èv rais 
KaTa меров аует«Ауттов mpageot. Не is referring to living 
examples of goodness, but, as in de Vita Mos. 1. 28, he points out 
that Moses made his personal character a тарабесуда тоб 
Моос: шиє до. This stimulus of heroic memories belonging 
to one’s own group is noted by Quintilian (Zz5Z/7. Orat. xii. 2. зт) 
as essential to the true orator: ‘‘quae sunt antiquitus dicta ac 
facta praeclare et nosse et animo semper agitare conveniet. 
Quae profecto nusquam plura maioraque quam in nostrae 
civitatis monumentis reperientur. . . . Quantum enim Graeci 
praeceptis valent, tantum Romani, quod est maius, exemplis." 
Marcus Aurelius recollects the same counsel: еу rots тду ‘Ere 
коурвішу ypappact mapayyeApa ékevro avvexóàs vmopapvyjakea hat TOY 
raÀatQv Tivos TOv apeTH хрусомеушу (xi. 26). 

Human leaders may pass away, but Jesus Christ, the supreme 
object and subject of their faithful preaching, remains, and 
remains the same; no novel additions to his truth are required, 
least of all innovations which mix up his spiritual religion with 
what 15 sensuous and material. 


8 Jesus Christ is always the same, yesterday, to-day, and for ever. 9 Never 
let yourselves be carried away with a variety of novel doctrines ; for the right 
thing is to have one’s heart strengthened by grace, not by the eating of food — 
that has never been any use to those who have had recourse to it. © Our 
(Ехомеу as 415) altar ts one of which the worshippers have no right to eat. 
П For the bodies of the animals whose ‘‘ blood is taken into the holy Place” бу 
the highpriest as а ‘‘stn-offering, are burned outside the camp”; Y and so 
Jesus also suffered outside the gate, in order to sanctify the people (cp. 10°") by 
Ais own blood (9°). 18 Let us go to him "outside the camp,” then, bearing 
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Ais obloguy 14 (for we have no lasting city here below, we seek the City to 
come). ™ And by him ‘‘let us” constantly ‘offer praise to God” as our 
'* sacrifice," that is, ‘‘the fruit of lips” that celebrate his Name. 16 Do not 
forget (uh етаубарео бе, as in v.?) beneficence and charity either; these are 
the kind of sacrifices that are acceptable to God. 

V.8 connects with what precedes and introduces what follows. 
"Ex6es ! refers to his life on earth (2? 57) and includes the service 
of the original Фуодияуог; it does not necessarily imply a long 
retrospect. Хўрєроу as іп 315, and ô адтб as іп 112: The finality 
of the revelation in Jesus, sounded at the opening of the homily 
(11%), resounds again here. Не is never to be superseded ; he 
never needs to be supplemented. Hence (v.%) the warning 
against some new theology about the media of forgiveness and 
fellowship, which, it is implied, infringes the all-sufficient efficacy 
of Jesus Christ. Acdaxats (6?) motxidats (24 in good sense) каї 
£évoeis ph тарафереобе. Парафереобаы (cp. Jude !?) 15 never used in 
this metaphorical sense (swayed, swerved) in the LXX, where it 
is always literal, and the best illustration of £évaus in the sense of 
* foreign to" (the apostolic faith) is furnished by the author of 
the epistle to Diognetus (111), who protests, о) ёа бшАф . . . 
алла дтостоХоу yevopevos рабт убора: д.даскаћоѕ ебубу. Such 
notions he curtly pronounces useless, év ois ойк офећуӨлоаи ої 
mepumraroüvres, where еу 015 goes with теритатодуте<; they have 
never been of any use in mediating fellowship with God for 
those who have had recourse to them. It is exactly the tone of 
Jesus in Mk 718, 

Парафёрєс Ge was altered (under the influence of Eph 41%) into теріферес де 
(K L Y 2. 5. 88. 330. 378. 440. 491. 547. 642. 919. 920. 1867. 1872. 1908. 
arm sah) Ilepurarjoavres (х C D° K L M P ѕугћ arm Orig. Chrys. etc.) 
and mepuraroüvres (X* A D* 1912 lat) are variants which are substantially the 


same in meaning, 7epurareiv еу being used in its common sense = living in the 
sphere of (Eph 219 etc.), having recourse to. 


The positive position is affirmed in коХбу «rà. (xaAóv, as in 
1 Co 7!, Ro 14?! etc). '*KaAós.. . denotes that kind of good- 
ness which is at once seen to be good” (Hort on 1 P 212) г.г, 
by those who have a right instinct. Тһе really right and good 
course is xdpitt BeBarodabat thy корбіау, 72.6. either to have one's 
heart strengthened, or to be strengthened in heart (карб/ау, accus. 
of reference). Bread sustains our physical life (артов xapdiav 
avOpwrov отүрібе, Ps 10415), but карбіа here means more than 
vitality ; it is the inner life of the human soul, which God's xapis 
alone can sustain, and God's xápis in Jesus Christ is everything 
(2° etc.). But what does this contrast mean? Тһе explanation 
is suggested in the next passage (vv.1916), which flows out of 


! The forms vary ; but this, the Attic spelling, has the best repute upon 
the whole (see W. G. Rutherford's Mew Phrynichus, pp. 370f.), and strong 
support here in x A C* D* M. 
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what has just been said. Тһе various novel doctrines were 
connected in some way with Врората. So much is clear. The 
difficulty is to infer what the Bpwpara were. "There is a touch of 
scorn for such a motley, unheard of, set of ĉðaya The writer 
does not trouble to characterize them, but his words imply that 
they were many-sided, and that their main characteristic was a 
preoccupation with fpoópara. There is no reference to the 
anclent regulations of the Hebrew ritual mentioned in 019; this 
would only be tenable on the hypothesis, for which there is no 
evidence, that the readers were Jewish Christians apt to be 
fascinated by the ritual of their ancestral faith, and, in any case, 
such notions could not naturally be described as zotxtAat kai 
éva. We must look in other directions for the meaning of this 
enigmatic reference. (а) The new даҳа may have included 
ascetic regulations about diet as aids to the higher life, like the 
évrdApata кай didackaXdiat tov дубротоу which disturbed the 
Christians at Colossé. Partly owing to Gnostic syncretism, 
prohibitions of certain foods (àzéxeo0a. Вроратор, 1 Ті 4?) were 
becoming common in some circles, in the supposed interests of 
spiritual religion. “ Ме may assume,” says Pfleiderer, one of 
the representatives of this view (pp. 278f.), “а similar Gnostic 
spiritualism, which placed the historical Saviour in an inferior 
position as compared with angels or spiritual powers who do not 
take upon them flesh and blood, and whose service consists in 
mystical purifications and ascetic abstinences.” (0) They may 
also have included such religious sacraments as were popularized 
in some of the mystery-cults, where worshippers ate the flesh of 
a sacrificial victim or consecrated elements which represented the 
deity. Participation in these festivals was not unknown among 
some ultra-liberal Christians of the age. It is denounced by 
Paul in 1 Co ro, and may underlie what the writer has already 
said in 10%, Why our author did not speak outright of eidwAcOuta, 
we cannot (ей; but some such reference is more suitable to the 
context than (a), since it is sacrificial meals which are in question. 
He is primarily drawing a contrast between the various cult-feasts 
of paganism, which the readers feel they might indulge in, not 
only with immunity, but even with spiritual profit, and the 
Christian religion, which dispensed with any such participation. 
(c) Is there also a reference to the Lord’s supper, or to the 
realistic sense in which it was being interpreted, as though 
participation in it implied an actual eating of the sacrificial body 
of the Lord? This reference is urged by some critics, especially 
by F. Spitta (Zur Geschichte u. Litteratur des Urchristentums, 
i. pp. 325 f.) апа O. Holtzmann (in Zeitschrift für die neutest. 
Wissenschaft, х. pp. 251-260). Spitta goes wrong by misinterpret- 
ing v.1? as though the сора of Christ implied a sacrificial meal 
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from which Jewish priests were excluded. Holtzmann rightly 
sees that the contrast between xáp« and ffpópara implies, for 
the latter, the only Bpapa possible for Christians, viz. the Lord's 
body as a food. What the writer protests against is the rising 
conception of the Lord's supper as а payeîv trò сёра то? Xpioroù. 
On the day of Atonement in the OT ritual, to which he refers, 
there was no participation in the flesh of the sacrificial victim ; 
there could not be, in the nature of the case (v.!). So, he 
argues, the сора Xpiorov of our sacrifice cannot be literally eaten, 
as these neo-sacramentarians allege; any such notion is, to him, 
a relapse upon the sensuous, which as a spiritual idealist he 
despises as “а vain thing, fondly invented." А true insight into 
the significance of Jesus, such as he has been trying to bring out 
in what he has written, such as their earlier leaders themselves 
had conveyed in their own way, would reveal the superfluousness 
and irrelevance of these бабауо/. As the writer is alluding to 
what is familiar, he does not enter into details, so that we have 
to guess at his references. But the trend of thought in уу,19 15 
plain. In real Christian worship there is no sacrificial meal; 
the Christian sacrifice is not one of which the worshippers 
partake by eating. This is the point of у19 Тһе writer 
characteristically illustrates it from the OT ritual of atonement- 
day, by showing how the very death of Jesus outside the city of 
Jerusalem fulfilled the proviso in that ritual (vv.!i- 12) that the 
sacrifice must not be eaten. "Then he finds in this fact about 
the death of Jesus a further illustration of the need for unworldli- 
ness (уу.1% 1$) Finally, in reply to the question, * Then have 
Christians no sacrifices to offer at all?" he mentions the two 
standing sacrifices of thanksgiving and charity (vv.15 16), both 
owing their efficacy to Christ. Inwardness is the dominating 
thought of the entire paragraph. God's grace in Jesus Christ 
works upon the soul; no external medium like food is required 
to bring us into fellowship with him; it is vain to imagine that 
by eating anytbing one can enjoy communion with God. Our 
Lord stands wholly outside the material world of sense, outside 
things touched and tasted; in relationship to him and him 
alone, we can worship God. Тһе writer has a mystical or 
idealistic bent, to which the sacramental idea is foreign. Не 
never alludes to the eucharist; the one sacrament he notices is 
baptism. А ritual meal as the means of strengthening communion 
with God through Christ does not appeal to him in the slightest 
degree. It is not thus that God's ҳар‹ is experienced. 

The clue to v.!? lies in the obvious fact that the Өос:асттр‹оу 
and the oxnm belong to the same figurative order. In our 
spiritual or heavenly сктру, the real октуу of the soul, there is 
indeed a Ouctactiprov è$ of (partitive; cp. та eis то? iepod eo Oiov- 
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atv, І Co 913) payetv (emphatic by position) ойк £xovatv éfouciay 1 
(т Co 9*) of тў okny Aarpelovres (Aarpevew with dative as in 85). 
It makes no difference to the sense whether ot . . . Aarpevovres 
means worshippers (9? 10?) or priests (85), and the writer does not 
allegorize бустастуроу as Philo does (e.g. in de Leg. Айер. 1. 15, 775 
кабарае каї ашаутоу ф(севв THS avadepovons rà дрора TO бео, 
айту) 66 есте то Ovotagrypiov). His point is simply this, that the 
Christian sacrifice, on which all our relationship to God depends, 
is not one that involves or allows any connexion with a meal. To 
prove how impossible such a notion is, he (v.1!) cites the ritual 
regulation in Lv 1677 for the disposal of the carcases of the two 
animals sacrificed тєрї 74s dpaptias (Фу тб aipa eiaqvéx05 édo- 
ag Oa. еу TO ayiw é£otaovaw avrà éw THS TapepPorANs kai катакалооу- 
ow avrà èv mupli). Fora moment the writer recalls his main argument 
in chs. 7-10; in v.1? Christ is regarded as the victim or sacrifice 
(cp. mpocevexOe's in 975), but here the necessities of the case 
involve the activity of the Victim. 440 каї ‘Inaots «rA. (v.1?). 
'The parallel breaks down at one point, of course; his body was 
not burned up.? But the real comparison lies in ёш tis mUAns 
(sc. rs vapeuDoAgs, as Ex 327° ?*). Тһе Peshitto and 436 make 
the reference explicit by reading woXews, which seems to have 
been known to Tertullian (adv. Jud. 14,“ extra civitatem"). The 
fact that Jesus was crucified outside Jerusalem influenced the 
synoptic transcripts of the parable in Mk 128= Mt 219 = Lk 2015, 
Mark's version, атектеуау айтбу kai é£éBaXov афтоу éw ToU durme- 
Gvos, was altered into (é£éBaAXov) éxBarovtes avróv éw то? üpseAQvos 
(kai) атектауау. Crucifixion, like other capital punishments, in 
the ancient world was inflicted outside a city. To the writer this 
fact seems intensely significant, rich in symbolism. So much so 
that his mind hurries on to use it, no longer as a mere confirma- 
tion of the negative in у.19 but as a positive, fresh call to unworldli- 
ness. АП such sensuous ideas as those implied in sacrificial 
meals mix up our religion with the very world from which we 
ought, after Jesus, to be withdrawing. We meet Jesus outside 
all this, not inside it. In highly figurative language (v.!3), he 
therefore makes a broad appeal for an unworldly religious fellow- 
ship, such as is alone in keeping with the хар of God in Jesus 
our Lord. 

Toivuy (beginning a sentence as in Lk 2028 тойғуу йтбботє ктА., 
instead of coming second in its classical position), let us join 
Jesus “о tis TapepfoArs, for he is living. The thought of the 

1 The omission of é£ovcíay by D* M and the Old Latin does not affect the 
sense ; ëxe then has the same meaning as in 613, 

2 The blood, not the body, of the victim mattered in the atonement ritual. 
Hence, in our writer's scheme of thought, as Peake observes, ‘‘ while he fully 


recognises the fact of the Resurrection of Christ, he can assign it no place in 
his argument or attach to it any theological significance." 
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metaphor is that of Paul's admonition uù) owoyypatilerde тӘ 
alàv. rovro (Ro 122), and the words тӛу дӛуебісрду айтоб $épovres 
recall the warnings against false shame (1176 122), just as the 
following (v.14) reason, où yàp Ехореу Ф8є (in the present outward 
order of things) pévoucay] médw adda Thy péAdoucay ёт. тобек 
recalls the ideas of 11191416, Тһе appeal echoes that of 41! 
отоубасоцеу оўу іс«Абеіу els ёкєйлту ту karáravow. It is through 
the experiences of an unsettled and insulted life that Christians 
must pass, if they are to be loyal to their Lord. That is, the 
writer'interprets ёо тїз mapeu/joAjs figuratively (“ Egrediamur 
et nos a commercio mundi huius,” Erasmus). Philo had already 
done so (cp. specially guod. det. pot. 44), in a mystical sense: 
paxpay біоікібе ToU тодалко® oTpaTorédou, uóvos ду оўтос ёАтісаѕ 
ixérys kai бератеутіе éoeaOat réAetvos cov. Similarly in de Ebrietate, 
25, commenting оп Ex 337, he explains that by еу rà otparorédu 
(= ё т) tapeußoàn) Moses meant allegorically èv rà perà o óparos 
Piy, the material interests of the worldly life which must be for- 
saken if the soul is to enjoy the inward vision of God. Such is 
the renunciation which the writer here has in view. It is the 
thought in 2 Clem. 5! (00еу, 46«Афоб, катаХей/аутес ту mapowíav 
TOD кӧсроо тойтоу тог)ооиеу TO Ө\пра ToU kaAécavros Hpas, Kal 
pn фо810Фдєу ё&єАӨєї ёк тоў кбсиоу rovrov) and 65 (où duva- 
реда tov дуо piñor «тас Set дё pâs rovro дтотабадбуоцс éxetvo 
хравба). Only, ош author weaves in the characteristic idea 
of the shame which has to be endured in such an unworldly 
renunciation. 

The next exhortation in v.15 (дуаферовеу) catches up ёёєрҳо- 
pea, as бе айтоб carries on mpòs афтду. For once applying sacri- 
ficial language to the Christian life, he reminds his readers again 
of the sacrifice of thanksgiving. The phrase картду xeuéov ex- 
plains (roür' есті) the sense in which 6veía aivésews is to be 
taken; it is from the LXX mistranslation (картду xe éov) of 
Hos 14° where the true text has 08 (bullocks) instead of “5 
(fruit). In époXoyoóvrov rà дуброт: атой, биоХоуеіу is used in 
the sense of ¿fopooyeioĝat by an unusual? turn of expression. 
The övopa means, as usual, the revealed personality. Probably 
there is an unconscious recollection of Ps 548 (ёёоџоЛоуусора тӘ 
óvóuar( cov); бита aivécews® is also from the psalter (e.g. 
5014 23). "Ауаферау elsewhere in the NT is only used of spiritual 
sacrifices in the parallel passage 1 P 25 dvevéyxae mvevparixas 
Ovatas ейтрообектоһе Ged 8:0 "усо? Xpwrov. We have no sacri- 


1 In the sense of Aeneas (Verg. Aen. iii. 85, 86, **da moenia fessis | et genus 
et mansuram urbem"). Note the assonance uévovcav . . . uéANovaav, 

2 But бдоХоуейу тин occurs іп 3 Es 480 558 (A), 

? In the LXX éfouoddynors is generally preferred to atveots as an equiva- 
lent for Tn. 
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ficial meals, the writer implies; we do not need them. Nor have 
we any sacrifices—except spiritual ones. (Тһе ov after àv avrov, 
which N° A C D° M vg syrb*! boh arm eth Orig. Chrys. etc. re- 
tain, is omitted by x* D* P Y vt syr'€£; but N* D* om. otv also 
т Co 6’,as D in Ro 7%). The thought of 1228 is thus expanded, 
with the additional touch that thankfulness to God is inspired 
by our experience of Jesus (д а?то?, as Col 317 ebxapuarotvres то 
бе татрі де avrov); the phrase is a counterpart of бий тоб 
ápxtepéos in v.!l, This thank-offering is to be made бей. парто 
(sc. xpóvov), instead of at stated times, for, whatever befalls us, we 
owe God thanks and praise (cp. т Th 5!9. Тһе Mishna (cp. 
Berachoth 5*) declares that he must be silenced who only calls 
upon God's name with thankfulness in the enjoyment of good 
(Berachoth 58 ini rpnzio avin atio. WOW "2p 210 бу... Sis). 

The religious idea of thanksgiving was prominent in several quarters. 
According to Fronto (Loeb ed. i. p. 22) thank-offerings were more acceptable 
to the gods than sin-offerings, as being more disinterested: uárrewv 0ё таїбё$ 
aci» kal rots Oeots Ņõlovs «Туса ÜvaiGv ras xaptornplous A ras меӘеуіовй. 
Philo had taught (de Plant. 30) that evxaptoria is exceptionally sacred, and 
that towards God it must be an inward sacrifice: бер бё ойк @veote *yvygolws 
єйхарттўтаа дг Фу voultovoww ої то\\о{ катаскеуду dvabnudtwy бусіду--о0б0 
yap curas б кбтдо$ lepüv akidxpewy àv *yévovro трде THY тойтоу түиліу--даХХа OL 
éraivwy kal душ», ойу ods 7) yeywrds фоєта: ovi, dAAà ods б дє:075 xal 
кабарштатов vois ёттҳтсє kal ávauéAyei. Не proceeds (2220. 33) о dwell 
on the meaning of the name Judah, $$ épunveverar kvplo еЕопоАЛбүто 5. Judah 
was the last (Gn 20%) son of Leah, for nothing could be added to praise of 
God, nothing excels 0 «2Хоуфу тбу Gedy vos. This tallies with the well-known 
rabbinic saying, quoted in Tanchuma, 55. 2: “іп the time of messiah all 
sacrifices will cease, but the sacrifice of thanksgiving will not cease; all 
prayers will cease, but praises will not cease” (on basis of Jer 33! and Ps 
5613), The praise of God as the real sacrifice of the pious is frequently noted 
in the later Judaism (e.g. 2 Mac 107). 


In у.16 the writer notes the second Christian sacrifice of 
charity. — Eómoita, though not a LXX term, is common in 
Hellenistic Greek, especially in Epictetus, e.g. Fragm. 15 (ed. 
Schenk), елі xpyortornre кай evroga; Fragm. 45, ойбеу крєіссоу 

вотойав (where the context suggests “ Бепейсепсе ”). 
Kowwvia in the sense of charity or contributions had been 
already used by Paul (2 Co 9! etc.) То share with others, 
to impart to them what we possess, is one way of worshipping 
God. Тһе three great definitions of worship or religious service 
in the NT (here, Ко 121? and Ja 17) are all inward and 
ethical; what lies behind this one is the fact that part of the 
food used in ancient OT sacrifices went to the support of the 
priests, and part was used to provide meals for the poor. 
Charitable relief was bound up with the sacrificial system, for such 
parts of the animals as were not burnt were devoted to these 
beneficent purposes. Ап equivalent must be provided in our 
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spiritual religion, the writer suggests; if we have no longer any 
animal sacrifices, we must carry on at any rate the charitable 
element in that ritual. This is the force of ph émdavOdvecbe. 
Contributions, e.g., for the support of 7yo/pevou who were not 
priests, were unknown in the ancient world, and had to be 
explicitly urged as a duty (cp. т Co 99145). Similarly the needs 
of the poor had to be met by voluntary sacrifices, by which 
alone, in a spiritual religion, God could be satisfied — rotaórats 
(perhaps including the sacrifice of praise as well as «voa апа 
xowwvia) Ouciats ebapearetrac (cp. 115: 6 1228) б Beds. This counsel 
agrees with some rabbinic opinions (eg. Т. B. Sukkah, 59^: “he 
who offers alms is greater than all sacrifices”). The special duty 
of supporting the priesthood is urged in Sir 7°, but our author 
shows no trace of the theory that almsgiving in general was not 
only superior to sacrifices but possessed atoning merit before 
God (Sir 314 éAenpooivyn yap marpós оюк értAnoOnoerat, каї дуті 
dpaptiav mpocavotxodopyOynoerai со). In the later rabbinic 
theology, prayer, penitence, the study of the Torah, hospitality, 
charity, and the like were regarded as sacrifices equivalent to 
those which had been offered when the temple was standing. 
Thus Rabbi Jochanan b. Zakkai (cp. Schlatter's Jochanan ben 
Zakkat, pp. 39f.) consoled himself and his friends with the 
thought, derived from Hos 69, that in the practice of charity 
they still possessed a valid sacrifice for sins; he voiced the 
conviction also (e.g. b. baba bathra 10°) that charity (арту) won 
forgiveness for pagans as the sin-offering did for Israel. In the 
Ep. Barnabas (27%) the writer quotes Jer 722 28 (Zec 817) as a 
warning to Christians against Jewish sacrifices (аісбауеобал оўу 
офеЛорєу THY уудрту Tis ayabwoivys roO патрос pav OT Hiv 
Aéye, бӨлоу 7uüs py Spoiws wAavwpévors Exeivors (rev, was 
просауоџєу avro), but he quotes Ps 5119 as the description of 
the ideal sacrifice. 

The tendency in some circles of the later Judaism to spiritualize sacrifice 
in general and to insist on its motive and spirit is voiced in a passage like 
Jth 10%; 

ӧрт yàp ёк Фербішу aiv Vdaow oadevdjcerat, 
пётра: 8 4тд тросшотоу gov ws ктрдѕ такфсовтод" 
ёт, бе rois фоВоудеуов ge od е/Хатедеі5 abrois* 
Sri  шкрду таса vola cis ёар» eUwóías, 


kal éAáxio Tov тау oréap els dd\oka’Twua сог" 
0 дё PoBovmevos Tov kÜptov péyas бї& mavrós. 


Also in a number of statements from various sources, of which that in Ef. 
Arist, 234 (ті меуетби ёсті 60505; 6 бё elme’ тд Tidy Tov Ücóv* тодто 5° естіу 
où Odpois ode Üvcilais, GAA yvxtjs kaÜQapórgr. kal diadjyews óclas) may be 
cited as a fair specimen. Тһе congruous idea of bloodless sacrifices was 
common in subsequent Christianity. Thus the martyr Apollonius (4cta 
Apollonii, 44; Conybeare's Monuments of Early Christianity, рр. 47-48) 
tells the magistrate, “І expected . . . that thy heart would bear fruit, and 


XIII. 16, 17.] CHURCH LEADERS 239 


that thou wouldst worship God, the Creator of all, and unto Him continually 
offer thy prayers by means of compassion ; for compassion shown to men by 
men is a bloodiess sacrifice and holy unto God." 5о Jerome's comment runs 
on Ps 15% ой Ай сиуагүбүш Tas g vva'yeryàs айтФу é aluárov. Zvváyov, 
флсір, cvva^yuryàüs ёк тфу ебуду, ой б aludrwy тайтав c vváEw' тойт” ести, ov 
тараскєуйсо dia Tis уошкӣѕ ро: троверхесбоаы Narpelas, bt’ alvícews дё ибо 
«ai rs ávauáxrov Ovolas (Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 123). Both in the 
Didache (14! кАйсате prov xal e/xapiwTücare mpooetopod\oynodpevar та 
тараттфФиата (му, бто$ кабард ў Ovola шоу 7) and in Justin Martyr (Dead. 
117, Távras офу ol dia той дубиатов rovrov Ovolas, As mapéüwkev Inoois 0 
Xpiords ylvecOat, rTovréariww еті ту evxaptotia тоў üprov kal той тоттріоу, ras еу 
тауті TÓTQ THs ys ywoudvas brd тәу Хротауоу, mpoNaBov à Beds uaprvpet 
evapéa Tovs ürápxew айтор), the very prayers at the eucharist are called Ovoía:, 
but this belongs to a later stage, when the eucharist or love-feast became the 
rite round which collections for the poor, the sick, prisoners, and travelling 
visitors (vv.!*) gathered, and into which sacrificial language began to be 
poured (cp. Justin's 442o/. i. 66, 67). In Прф 'Egpalovs we find a simpler 
and different line of practical Christianity. 


Now for a word on the living fjyoópevo. of the community 
(v.17), including himself (vv.?8 19), 


U Obey your leaders, submit to them; for they (афто!) are alive to the 
interests of your souls, as men who will have to account for their trust. Let 
their work be a joy to them and not a grief—which would be а loss to yourselves. 

18 Pray for me, for 4 am sure 1 have a clean conscience ; my desire is in 
every way to lead an honest life. 3 Г urge you to this (i.e. to prayer) а// the 
more, that 7 may get back to you the sooner. 


The connexion of vv.!" is not only with v.7, but with vv.8-16, 

It would be indeed a grief to your true leaders if you gave way to 
these zocxiAa ка! £évoc« doctrines, instead of following men who 
are really (this is the force of афто) concerned for your highest 
interests. Пейбевфе (cp. Epict. Fragm. 27, Tov тросормЛофута 
San komoo ea œ сі pev deivova, üKOVEU/ xp) Kat weGerGat 
y kal бтєїкєтє (бтєѓко is not a LXX term); strong words but 
justified, for the Аоуосѕ rov Geod which Christian leaders preached 
meant authoritative standards of life for the community (cp. 1 Co 
417. 21 1487 etc.) inspired by the Spirit. Insubordination was 
the temptation at one pole, an overbearing temper (1 P 5?) the 
temptation at the other. Our author knows that, in the case 
of his friends, the former alone 15 to be feared. Не does not 
threaten penalties for disobedience, however, as Josephus does (c. 
Apionem, 1. 194) for insubordination on the part of the Jewish 
laity towards a priest: ó бе ye rovr« py eÜ0j.evos 9фебег бікту ws 
eis тбу бебу афтоу àcefày. Rather, he singles out the highminded 
devotion of these leaders as an inducement to the rank and file 
to be submissive. Абтої yàp dyputvotow бтер тәу фиуёу spay, 
almost as Epictetus says of the true Cynic who zealously con- 
cerns himself with the moral welfare of men, Әтертрурутуткеу vmrip 
аубротоу (11. 22. 95 ; he uses the verb once in its literal sense 
of a soldier having to keep watch through the night, iii. 24. 32). 
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The force of the phrase is flattened by the transference of ӛтер 
тфу Vvxàv tjv to a position after ds Абүоу ámo9dcovres (as A vg). 
The latter expression, ws (conscious that) Aóyov droducovtes (ds 
with fut. ptc. here only in NT), is used by Chrysostom, de 
Sacerdotio, ii. 18 (cp. vi. 1), to enforce a sense of ministerial 
responsibility (et yap тоу оікеішу тТАумиеАуиатоу ebÜvvas vméxovres 
фріттомеу, às où буууодиеуовг тб т?р екфууейу exeivo, TL xp?) reíacaÜat 
троабокау тоу %тер Tocovrov @&тоАоуестбал péAXovra;), but in 
IIpós “ЕВра(ою the writer assumes that the фуодиеуов are doing 
and will do their duty. Any sadness which they may feel is 
due, not to a sense of their own shortcomings, but to their 
experience of wilfulness and error among their charges. Adyov 
4тобаббуал is more common in the NT than the equivalent Aóyov 
баббғал, which recurs often in Greek literature, e.g. in Plato's 
Sympos. 1895, трбсехе tov vody xal oUros Aéye фе Óónov Абуоу, 
or in the complaint of the Fayyum peasants (A.D. 207), who 
petition the local centurion that the disturbers of their work may 
be called to account: 42%/т65, Фау cor Sdéy, KeAcdoae афто? 
ахбтуал еті тє Абуоу атобфсоутов тері rovrov (GCP. i. 3547526), 
Іп Clem. Alex. Quis div. salv. 42, John says to the captain of 
the robbers, éyw Xpwró Абуоу wrw Әтер aoi. 

The (а clause (iva peta xapas roüro otàctw каї ph areváLovres) 
goes back to тебесбе . . . ?тєікєтє Тһе members have it in 
their power to thwart and disappoint their #yovpevo.. Тобто т. 
refers to àypvrvovat, and the best comment on каї ил] orevaLovres 
is in Denny’s hymn: 


“О give us hearts to love like Thee, 
Like Thee, O Lord, to grieve 
Far more for others’ sins than all 
The wrongs that we receive.” 


The last four words, áAuvevreMés yàp бріу тобто, form a rhe- 
torical litotes, as when Pindar (Olymp. i. 53) remarks, акербеа. 
АФоухеу башуа kaxayópos. It would bea “sore loss" to them 
if their lives failed to answer the hopes and efforts of their 
7yovj.evou hopes like those implied in 6? and 109), “АДХуачтеХес 
(“по profit") is probably used after Aóyov А4тобфаоутев with its 
sense of “reckoning.” Compare the use of the adverb in 
Theophrastus, viii. 11 (od yàp povoy Wevdovrat GAAG каї dAvotTeADS 
атаЛХаттоуоч), and the dry remark of Philo (in Flaccum, 6), 
speaking about the attempt of the Alexandrian anti-Semites to 
erect Images in Jewish places of worship, when he says that 
Flaccus might have known Фу ой Хувчт«А% ёбу патра кіуеіу ! 
The term lent itself to such effective under-statements, as in 
Philo’s aphorism (Fragments of Philo ed. J. Rendel Harris, 


p. 70) тд еп«оркейу ávóatov каї ӘАмачт«Хестатоу. 
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The next word (v.!8) is about himself. Mpocevyecbe (continue 
praying) тері (cp. 2 Mac 19 кої viv Фбе ес меу Tpooevxópevor тері 
tuv) pov (plural of authorship), пє:Өбреда (a modest confidence : 
“whatever some of you may think, I believe”) yàp бт kaMyjv 
сиуеібтоіғ Ехореу. He is conscious of a keen desire (0éAovres as 
in 12V) to act in a straightforward, honest way ; hence he can ask 
their prayers. Hence also they may feel confident and eager 
about praying for him. Тһе writer chooses xadyy (cp. on v.?) 
instead of дуабуу as his adjective for avveiogow, probably for the 
sake of assonance with the following xaAd@s, perhaps also to avoid 
the hiatus after бт. When he adds, еу maow (here neuter) 
KaÀAQg 0Фо»утес дуастрефеабаі (a phrase which occurs in the 
Pergamos inscript. 459? xaA@s каї évóofos ауастраффуоы, in the 
15 century B.C. inscription (Priene, 1155) ауастрефбиғуов еу таси 
du [avOpózos], and in Epict. iv. 4. 46, ортту dyev divaca каб 
ўиёрар, бт кол dvearpáds еу тодє TO Еру», etc.), the language 
recalls that of 2 Co 1!* !? where Paul appeals for the help of his 
readers’ prayers and pleads his honesty of conscience (rò paprv- 
ріоу THS a vveiüja eos NUOV, OTL. . . дуеотрафциеу krÀ.). Perhaps 
the writer is conscious that his readers have been blaming him, 
attributing (say) his absence from them to unworthy motives, as 
in the case of Paul (e.g. 1 Th 213, 2 Со 11). This may be the 
feeling which prompts the protest here and the assurances in 
vv.19-23, “I am still deeply interested in you; my absence is 
involuntary ; believe that." 


Kal is inserted before тері by D vt Chrys. (possibly as a reminiscence of 
1 Th 525), Ze. pray as well as obey (“ей orate pro nobis," d); this would 
emphasize the fact that the writer belonged to the ?ууойиеуо. But the plural 
in У.18 is not used to show that the writer is one of the 7ryouevo: mentioned 
in v.17, for whom the prayers of the community are asked. Не was one of 
them ; иду here is the literary plural already used in 5" 69!! There 
are apt parallels in Cicero's de Officiis, ii. 24 (‘‘ Quem пов... e Graeco іп 
Latinum convertimus. Sed toto hoc de genere, de quaerenda, de соПосапда 
pecunia vellens etiam de utenda”), and ОР. x. 1296 (the letter of a boy 
to his father), word . . . фӘдотоуобиву kal àvayvxónev. Пе0биеба (reldouat 
256. 1319. 2127) has been changed into тєто(дарєу by ке С D Y W 6. тод. 
263. 326 (Blass), probably because the latter (** we are confident") is stronger 
than тєїбодєба, which (cp. Ac 2679) only amounts to ‘‘ we believe" (though 
implying ‘ме are sure"). Retaining тек0биеда, А. Bischoff (Zezts. für die 
neut. Wiss. ix. 171 f.) evades the difficulty by altering the order of the words : 
тровебу. тері иу’ каму yap суу. Éxouev, ёт: melloucha év waow к. Ө. 
ағавтрефеа ал, i.e. taking ёті as ‘‘ because.” 


As in Philem 22 the writer's return is dependent on his friends’ 
prayers (v.19) ; specially (see p. 17) let them intercede with God for 
his speedy restoration to them, tva ráxiov ётокатастабф биге (cp. 
ОР. 18! (А.р. 49-50) dzokoreoTá(: por б vids). Тахо» may 
mean “the sooner" (Ze. than if you did not pray) or simply 
* soon" (as in v.2, where, as in Hellenistic Greek, it has lost 

16 
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its comparative meaning). What detained the writer, we cannot 
tell. Apparently (v.25) it was not imprisonment. 

A closing prayer and doxology, such as was not uncommon 
in epistles of the primitive church (e.g. 1 Th 5?3, т P 51), now 
follows. Having asked his readers to pray for him, he now prays 
for them. 

% May the God of peace ‘‘ who brought up” from the dead our Lord (71) 
Jesus (see p. Ixiii), **zAe" great “ Shepherd of the sheep, with the blood of 
the eternal covenant,” 21 furnish you with everything that ts good for the doing 


of his will, creating in your lives by Jesus Christ what zs acceptable in his 
own sight! То him (i.e. God) бе (sc. ety) glory for ever and ever. Amen. 


“О бєд< THs eiprjvns means the God of saving bliss (see on 1214), 
cipyvn being taken in a sense like the full OT sense of the secure 
prosperity won by the messianic triumph over the hostile powers 
of evil (cp. 214 72). There is no special allusion here, as in 
Paul's use of the phrase (Ro 1533, 2 Co 131 etc.), to friction in 
the community ; the conflict is one in which God secures eipyvy 
for his People, a conflict with evil, not strife between members 
of the church. Тһе method of this triumph is described in 
some OT phrases, which the writer uses quite apart from their 
original setting. Тһе first quotation is from Is 6311 то? ó 
dvaBiBdoas ёк TAS үйе TOV morpéva THY троВбатоу, which the writer 
applies to Jesus—his only reference to the resurrection (cp. on 
vv.l- 12), But there is no need (with Blass) to follow Chrysostom 
in reading тӯѕ йе here for уекроу. With ávayew in this sense, 
ёк vexpav (so Ro то?) or some equivalent (¿f абоу, Ps 304, Wis 
1613, Joseph. Ant. хі. 14. 2) is much more natural. In tov 
тоцдеуа Tov троВ&тш Tov реүау, ó péyas is applied to him as in 
4M 1021, The figure of the тошту, which never occurs іп Paul, 
plays no rôle in our author's argument as it does in т Peter (2% 
59; he prefers iepeds or dpxwyós, and even here he at once 
passes to the more congenial idea of the бабукт. Jesus is the 
great Shepherd, as he has made himself responsible for the 
People, identifying himself with them at all costs, and sacrificing 
his life in order to save them for God. But as death never 
occurs in the OT description of the divine shepherd, not even 
in the 23rd Psalm, the writer blends with his quotation from 
Isaiah another—év atpate біабйкте aiwviov, a LXX phrase from 
Zech gl (еу aipare діабукуѕ cov éfamécTeXas бесшіоо5 cov), 
Is 55? (2:06усорох tpiv д:абукту alóviov), etc. "Еу анат: 05s 
айшуіоу goes with ауауауфу, not with róv тошеуа, in which case 
тоу would need to be prefixed to the phrase. Jesus was raised 
to present his blood as the atoning sacrifice which mediated the 
Siabyxy (9115-46) To the resurrection (cp. on v.!?) is thus 
ascribed what elsewhere in the epistle is ascribed to the «іс«Абегу 
és rà dyta. But as the stress falls оп аішуіоу, then more is 


XIII. 20, 21.] THE SHEPHERD'S BLOOD 243 


implied than that apart from (һе ада по óu605«9 could have 
been instituted. In reality the thought resembles that of 013 
(6s 0:0 туеуматов aiwviov éavróv тросвфуеукву . . . кабаре: туу 
suveldnow huv .. . els то Aarpevew Өєф Сути), where eis то 
Aarpevew Ped corresponds to eis тб тота тӛ 0\тра адтоб 
below; év «rA. is “equipped with," not “іп virtue of.” This 
interpretation is in line with the author's argument in chs. 
7-1o. “Videtur mihi apostolus hoc belle, Christum ita resur- 
rexisse а mortuis, ut mors tamen eius non sit abolita, sed 
aeternum vigorem retineat, ac si dixisset: Deus filium suum 
excitavit, sed ita ut sanguis, quem semel in morte fudit, ad 
sanctionem foederis aeterni post resurrectionem vigeat fructumque 
suum proferat perinde ac si semper flueret" (Calvin) Іп 
катартіғал (the aor. optative)! ктА., there is a parallel to the 
thought of Ph 213, Eis тб топто то O€Anpa abroU recalls the 
language of 1099, and $ià 'IqooU Xpioroü goes with тофу: the 
power of God in our lives as for our lives (v.?°) works through 
the person of Jesus Christ. To take д:а `I. X. with тб едбрестоу 
évémtov айтой yields ап unobjectionable sense, corresponding to 
the thought of v.15, But rò... avro) stands quite well by 
itself (cf. т In 322). 

The writer makes no such use of the shepherd and flock metaphor as, e.7., 
Philo had done. Тһе Jewish thinker (zz. 2/05. i. 11) argues that the 
calling of a shepherd is the best preparation for anyone who is to rule over 
men ; hence “© kings are called shepherds of their people” as a title of honour. 
He also interprets the sheep as the symbol of a nature which is capable of 
improvement (de sacrif. Abel. 34, vpokomjs è трбВатор, ws kal афтд ndot 
roÜvoua, cóufoXovr). The classical habit of describing kings as shepherds of 
their people would help to make the metaphor quite intelligible to readers of 
non-Jewish origin, Compare, e.g., the saying of Cyrus (Xenophon, Суғарага?а, 
viii. 2. 14), that a good shepherd resembled a good king, róv re yap vouéa 
хрЯуал py evdaluova rà krývņn поодута хрїтӨол ойто, 1) 03; mrpoBárwv evdat- 
ovla, тбу тє ПасӘеа шаадтов evdaluovas modes Kal dvOpwrovs тошфута 
xp)0 0a. avrots. 

Mavri was soon furnished with the homiletic addition of épyo (СКМ P 
syr sah arm eth Chrys. Thdt. etc.), or even ёруф kal Adyw (А, from 2 Th 217). 
Поду has either аўто (x* A C* 33* 1288 boh) or éavr@ (Greg. Nyss.) or 
адтбе (d 1912) prefixed. Hort, admitting that ‘‘it is impossible to make 
sense of abro" (B. Weiss, Blass-éavrgQ), maintains that aórós is original. 
It is a homiletic insertion, out of which aùr arose by corruption. ‘Hyty 


(x D М Y 33. 104. 181. 326. 917. 927. 1288. 1730. 1912, etc. 5уг”Е sah boh 
arm) is merely an error for tptv, due to the preceding hur. 


A personal postscript (уу.22-*) 15 now added, as т P 51214 
after 51% H, 


2 [ appeal to you, brothers (3118 1019), to bear with this appeal of mine. 
Lt is but a short letter. 


1 This lonely occurrence of the optative points to its tendency after the 
LXX to disappear; thus, apart from џи? yevolro, it only occurs once in a 
writer like Epictetus (iii. 5. 11). 
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599 Vou must understand that our brother Timotheus ts now free. If he 
comes soon, ће ама I will see you together. 

^ Salute all your leaders and all the saints. The Italians salute you. 

?5 Grace be with you all, Amen. 


The Timotheus referred to (in v.23) is probably the Timo- 
theus who had been a colleague of Paul. The other allusions 
have nothing to correspond with them in the data of the NT. 
But there is no ground for supposing that уу.22:25 were added, 
either by the writer himself (Wrede) or by those who drew up 
the canon, in order to give a Pauline appearance to the docu- 
ment (see Introd., pp. xxviiif.). Seeberg’s reasons for regarding 
vv.?2-25 as a fragment of some other note by the same writer are 
that 239 implies not a church but a small group of Christians, 
and that vv.!8 23 presuppose different situations; neither reason 
is valid. Тһе style and contents are equally unfavourable to 
Perdelwitz’s theory, that vv.??-25 were added revi manu by some 
one who wrote out a copy of the original Aóyos таракАлутев< and 
forwarded it to an Italian church. 

In у.22 дуехеобе, for which avréyeoGe (J. Pricaeus apud Tit 19) 
is a needless conjecture, takes a genitive (as in 2 Ті 4? ту 
буиауодоте д:даскаћас оюк дуебоутал,, and іп Philo, guod omnis 
probus, 6, kai TOs татрбе меу 3) илтров етітауматоу aides dvéxovraa, 
уудрцлог бё Фу ау ®фтууттаї dtaxeAevwvTa). It has been flattened 
into ауехесба (infinitive as in т P 21) by D* Y vg arm 181. 436. 
1288. 1311. 1873, etc. (Blass). А written homily may be like a 
speech (Ас 1315), a Aóyos тўс таракАттєш$ (cp. on 12°); тара- 
к\т echoes wapakadéw Не is not the only early Christian 
writer who mildly suggested that he had not written at undue 
length (cp. e.g. 1 P 5126: дАГушу Еурауа, таракаА®Фу krÀ. ; Barn 15-8) 
Kat yàp (‘‘etenim” as 4?) 8:0 fpaxéev (sc. Adywv) етестеда! 
(epistolary aorist) 6utv. Aca Врахешу was a common phrase in this 
connexion; e.g. Lucian's Zoxaris, 56 (тестеоу kai тофта cot 
уоробетоФуте kat da Врахеву Хжктеоу, wy kai kauns "piv TH akon 
cvjmepwoaTOv). Прбе 'Efjpatovs may be read aloud easily in one 
hour. Тһе writer has had a good deal to say (zoAvs, 511), and 
he has now said it. Not I hope, he adds pleasantly, at too great 
length! As for the бәсерилуеутов Aéyew, that is another question 
which he does not raise here. He is not pleading for a patient 
reading, because he has had to compress his argument into a 
short space, which makes it hard to follow, owing to its highly 
condensed character. What he does appear to anticipate is the 
possibility of his readers resenting the length at which he has 


1 For етевтеӘа (here as in Ас 15? 21; "Theophr. 2413 émicré\d\wv ij 
ypdpew кт\. = “ write," *' send a letter"), see Laqueur’s Quaest. Epigraph. 
et Papyr. Selectae, 16 f. (ётиттёХ\е» = '* communicare aliquid cum aliquo sive 
per hominem sive per epistolam "). 
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written. When the younger Pliny returned a book to Tacitus, 
with some criticisms upon its style and matter, he said he was 
not afraid to do so, since it was those most deserving praise whc 
accepted criticism patiently (* neque enim ulli patientius repre- 
hunduntur quam qui maxime laudari merentur," Ерр. vii. 20). 
The author of IIpós ‘EBpatovs might have taken this line, for he 
has done justice to the good qualities of his friends (e.g. 69 039 
1314), even in reproving them for backwardness and slowness. 
But he prefers to plead that his words have not been long; his 
readers surely cannot complain of being wearied by the length of 
his remarks. Not long before, Seneca had made the same kind 
of observation to Lucilius (Ef. xxxviii. 1) about short letters 
being more effective than lengthy discussions. ‘“‘ Merito exigis 
ut hoc inter nos epistularum commercium frequentemus, pluri- 
mum proficit sermo, quia minutatim inrepit animo . . . ali- 
quando utendum est et illis, ut ita dicam, concionibus, ubi qui 
dubitat inpellendus est: ubi vero non hoc agendum est ut velit 
discere sed ut discat, ad haec submissiora uerba ueniendum est. 
facilius intrant et haerent: nec enim multis opus est, sed efficaci- 
bus.” But Seneca’s practice was not always up to his theory in 
this respect. His Stoic contemporary Musonius Rufus gave 
examples as well as precepts of brevity, which were more telling 
(e.g. doris 0€ таутаҳо? бета drodeiEews Kai Отоу саф) Ta Tpdypata 
естіу, ў 0:0 moAÀAQv amodeixvucGar BovrAcTat аїтф та дг OACyov 
бууадеуа, тоутбтасчу дтотов kai дисрабус, ed. Hense, рр. 1, 2). 
The literary critic Demetrius considered that the length of a 
letter should be carefully regulated (то бё péyeÂos ovvertadOw тӯ 
ётістоћ, De Е/оси?2. 228); letters that were too long and stilted 
in expression became mere treatises, ovyypaypata, as in the case of 
many of Plato's, whereas the true елчстоАт, according to Demetrius 
(2224. 231), should be фдофрдбуто in а brief compass (oavvrogos). 
Which would apply to Прбе 'Efjfpaovs. Erasmus comments: 
* Scripsi paucis, ut ipse vos brevi visurus." Не may have, but 
he does not say so. 

In v.? үюшшекете is imperative; he is conveying а piece of 
information. ` See, e.g., Zeb. P. 372 (73 B.C.) yvwoke КефоДЛау 
0. TpogeAnAvÜévac Anuntpiw: ibid. 12? (118 B.C.) 36? 565. The 
construction with the participle is common (e.g. Lk 846); you 
must understand тд» á$eA$óv pôv (omitted by Ne D> °K P v6 
Chrys. etc.) Tipó0cov  àmoNeMupévov, Ze. “is (set) free," not 
necessarily from prison. The general sense, ranging from ‘‘is 
free” to “has started,” may be illustrated, e.g., from the applica- 
tion of a woman to leave Alexandria via Pharos (ОР. 1271* 5, 
lll A.D. : 4Фб ypawat тє TH ёттрото THS Pdpov amoAtca ие ката 
TÓ eos), or from BGU. i. 271215 (каб Тмерау тросдєхби| «|ба 
душссоріау ware éos ajuepov pydévay атоХ«Ауабоц тоу мета citov), 
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where å. = “has set out," as in Ас 28% (ат«АФоуто). Тһе inter- 
pretation of the next words реб" об ёду ráxcov ёрҳтто: Oyopac Suds 
depends upon whether Timotheus is supposed to join the writer 
or to journey straight to the community addressed. In the 
latter case, the writer, who hopes to be coming soon (v.!9) 
himself, looks forward to meeting him there. In the former 
case, they will travel together. It is natural to assume that when 
the writer sent this message, Timotheus was somewhere else, and 
that he was expected ere long to reach the writer. For дуоро = 
visit, see 3 Jn 14 éxito de ebÜéos ібеу oe, etc. “Ейу ráxtov 
epxytar may mean either, “ав soon as he comes," or “if he 
comes soon." Тһе latter suits the situation implied in v.!? 
better. Тһе writer (in у.19) asks the prayers of his readers, that 
some obstacle to his speedy return may be removed. If this 
obstacle were the hindrance that kept Timotheus from joining 
him on a journey which they had already planned to the church 
(Riggenbach), he would have said, *Pray for Timotheus, I 
cannot leave for you till he rejoins me." But the idea is: as 
the writer is rejoining his friends soon (he hopes), he will be 
accompanied by Timotheus, should the latter arrive before he 
has to start. Written advice is all very well, but he hopes soon 
to follow up this Абуов zapaxAnoews with personal intercourse, 
like Seneca in 20. vi. 5 (“plus tamen tibi et uiua vox et convictus 
quam oratio proderit. in rem praesentem uenias oportet, primum 
quia homines amplius oculis quam auribus credunt, deinde quia 
longum iter est per praecepta, breue et efficax per exempla "). 
The greeting comes as usual last (v.24). "Aomdcace ктА. is 
an unusual turn, however ; the homily was evidently sent to the 
community, who are told to greet all their Ryodpevor. This finds 
its nearest parallel in Paul's similar injunction (Ro 169%) to the 
Ephesian Christians to salute this and that eminent member of 
their circle. Still, no other NT church is bidden to salute its 
leaders; and though the writer plainly wishes to reinforce his 
counsel in у.17, the таутас suggests that the persons addressed 
were “part of the whole church of a large city . . . a congrega- 
tion attached to some household" (Zahn); they are to convey 
the writer's greetings to all the leaders of the larger local church— 
and to all their fellow-members (каї ттаута rods dyious being more 
intelligible, in the light of a passage like Ph 4?! дотасавбе тарта 
&ytov). To his personal greetings he now adds greetings from some 
Italians. Іп ої ётё rts 'IraMas, алб may have its usual sense of 
“ domiciled at” (practically = еу), as, e.g., in ОР. і. 81 (A.D. 40-50), 
where tov dm “Обаруухоу means “the inhabitants of Oxy- 
rhynchus,” or in ПАуи . . . ӣто Фраў, z.e. at Phmau (ostracon of 
A.D. 192, quoted in Deissmann’s Licht from the East, p. 186). 
If it thus means residents in Italy, the writer is in Italy 
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himself. But of ато trys lraAías, on the analogy of Ac 212 
(ol ато тўс 'Атга< "Jovdator), might equally well mean Italians 
resident for the time being outside Italy; in this case the 
writer, who is also abroad, is addressing some Italian community, 
to which their countrymen forward greetings. Grammatically, 
either rendering is possible, and there is no tradition to decide 
the question. Perhaps oi dad trys '1таАга$ is more natural, 
however, as a description of some Italian Christians abroad who 
chanced to be in the same locality as the writer and who take 
this opportunity of sending their greetings by him to an Italian 
community. If the writer was in Italy, we should have expected 
závres oi ато Tis ‘Iradtas, considering the size of Italy and the 
scattered Christian communities there at this period. 

The final benediction, ў xdpis (sc. ёсто or ein) perà mávrov 
Spay (Tit 319, 2 Ti 422) has a liturgical àpfjy, which is omitted 
by N* W fuld sah 32; the homily was, of course, intended to be 
read aloud at worship. 
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атдстоћоѕ, 3! (Christ). 
атострёфо, 1275, 

· атотіӨтш, 121, 
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yevváo, 15 (LXX), 
ү 112 (9. 23, 
"eic, 29, 6“ 5, 
* yewpyéw, 6*. 
уд, I "(LXX) 6, 8% *(LXX), 
11% 18.29.38 1525. 26 (LXX). 
ynpaoxw, 818, 
ylvoua (30 times). 
үшдакш, 39 (LXX), 8" (LXX), 
10%, 13 


5° (LXX), 


725, тов (LXX), 11*5, 72% (LXX)| *t yrógġos, 1218, 
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* ddanopuss, 813, 
peris, 92, 1018, 
афіңш, 25, 61. 
agpirdpyupos, 139 [T]. 
adlornut, 312, 
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with genitive (38 times). 
diaBalvw, 1179 


INDEXES 


did Boros, 214, 
д:аб?кт, 7 2551 6- AST, NN o*- 15. 16. 
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dcaréyouat, 125. 
dtauapripouat, 28. 
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ӘХейшшу, 217, 
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еті: accus. 2 (ХХ), 3% 61, 7%, 
85 I (LXX), то (LX X) 2, 
1121. 80 1210. 
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* éridelrw, 1137, 
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ўуёошмы, 1079, Mur 28, 13717-24, 
+ Hew, 107 8, 
Merla, PI 
дєє (31 times). 
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ras, s үз! 17.19 
ға uh, 313, 411, 61°, 1128- 40 123.13, 
*Tovdas, 714, % (LXX). 
Todak топтары» 
tornue, 10911, 
lexuvpós, 57, 018, 11%, 
loxvw, 917, 
ТІП тт”. 
Torno, 11742, 


T кауш, 8°. 
кабдтер, 47. 
кабаріГе, 91+ 2-29, 10%, 
кадари uós, 13. 
кабарб, 10”. 

* кабардтт5, 013, 

T кабтиол, 113, 

T каб, 13, 81, 1012, 122, 
кайта: 2 (LXX?) 5!, Ач 
кабшз, 3’, aa te 5” > S IOS и 
кабфотер, 54. 

Kal (54 times). 

Ка, 114, 

katvós, (04050), 8“ (LXX) 3, 915, 
катер so JA 121, 

калрбѕ, 99- 10, 11115 15, 

t ка(тог, 4°. 

T као, 1218, 
Káketvos, 42. 
какб5, 514, 

* какоухеш, 1127, 13. 
КЕЛЕ 2, зБ 95, 

(LXX). 
каћбѕ, 514, БЫ то”, Ig» 18 
Karas, 1318. 
кации, 123, 
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t x&v, 1279, 


кардіа, 3% (LXX) S (LXX 


15 
, 


47: (LXX) 12, 810 (LXX), 1016 


(LXX йт 
картб5, 1211, 13 (LXX). 
* kaprepéc, 1177, 
кат&: genit. 61916; accus. 


119 


5% a xXx) 6?0 (LXX), 75. 11. 
16. 17. (fX X) 20 2% 27, 84 9 (LXX)? 
(LXX), 95 9. 19. 22, 25. А то! 3+ 8. 


117° 13, 1210, 


катоВФХХ», 6!. 
като Воћ), 43, 9%, 111, 
* kara^yovitouat, 1193, 
* кат&бту\о$, 715, 
t катакоіш, 131. 
катакріуо, 117. 
катоћєіто, 41, 1171, 

*+ катауаДіско, 1229, 
karavoéw, 31, 1074, 
катататеш, 10%, 

t катётауоі, Во 18 41.3. 5. 10, 11, 

t кататайо, 4* (LXX) 8 и 
кататётасра, 619, 93, 10°. 
Karamlyw, 1129, 
karápa, 68. 
катаруёо, 214, 


15. 


11 
> 


Karaprica, 10° (LXX), 115, 137.. 


karackevágo, 3*3, 9^6, 117, 

* катаскійсо, 9°. 

* катдскотов, 1131, 

1 xaradevyw, 618. 
катафроуеш, 12?, 
катхо, 3° М, 10%, 
катокёо, 119, 

* xadots, 68, 
кадхтша, 3° [Paul]. 

t xepadauor, 81, 

*t кефаДі5, 107. 
xiBwrds, 93, 117, 
KNopovouéc, 1331, 612, 1211, 
KAnpovoula, 919, 118, 


KAnpovduos, 1? (of Christ), 617, 117 


KAjots, 31. 

KAlyw, 1134, 

Kouwós, 1079, 

кобо, 013, 

kowwvéw (gen.), 214, 

Kotvwrla, 1319, 

Kowvwyds, 10%. 

Korn, 13. 

кбккиуов, 919, 

кошо, 1039, 119. 19. 39. 
*1 котт, 71. 

косшкбѕ, 9! [T]. 

кбодо$, 43, 9176, 105, 117 38, 


кратёо, 41%, 618, 
kpáros, 2 
кралуй, 51. 
креіттшу, 13, 6%, zu 19, 22 SP 
1034 1116. 35. 40 12%, 
кріша, 63, 
кріро, IO EXX ТЗ 
крісі, 971, 10%. 
кріт (God), 12%, 
* xperexds, 417, 
T кретто, 1123, 
krios, 4,90 
кикАбо, 1199, 
куров, II (XX), 25, ТРЦ ЕН 
82 8 (LX X)* (LXX) I (LXX) !! 
(LXX) uo» (DX 
(LXX)H, 139 (LXX) 9 
“Т клор, 31, 
Kwrtw, 7%. 


Aadéw, 11:2, 22.9.5, 35, 48, 65, 69 
74 09 11418 D 137, 
auBdrw, 2%3, 418, gh % паа 
gl 19 1005, 1185-11. 29, 85, 
AavOdvw, 132. 
Aaós, 217, 49, 53, 75 11 22, SI (LXX), 
9” w 10° (LXX), 1125, т 
AaTpela, gt б, 
Датрейо, Sor S107 т2®, т” 
Муш, 16:7, 26 12! 37 15, 47, 6.11, 
бы "уп. 13. 21 ,8- "8. (LXX)? (LXX) 
10. (LXX)! (LXX) 13, 92 *. 5. 2 
105-816 ү ү14. 24. 32, 12%, 135. 
Necroupyéw, ТОП; 
Aecroupyla, 88, 971, 
* Necroupytxés, 113, 
Aevrovp'yós, 17 (LXX), 8? [Paul]. 
Aevt, 759 
* Aevirukós, 711, 
Хешу, 1193, 
№04 pw, 1181, 
T AcBoBoréw, 12%. 
Хоу одан, 1119, 
Aéytor (plur.), 51°. 
Абуов, 22, 42:18 13, 11.18, gl 728. 
1219, 137. 17. 22, 
Aourós (тд Xouróv), 1013, 
Хойо, 1072, 
Ата, 121). 
t AUTpwers, 912, 
Avxrla, 92, 


накробуцеу, 615, 
paxpobuula, 612, 

paXXor, 014, 10%, 129. 19.86 
pavOavw, 59, 

дбууа, 9%. 


INDEXES 255 


papTupéw, 78. ш 195, І 12 4. 5. 39 


paprópuov, ae 
páprvs, 103 (LXX), 1 
T шастсубу, 129. 
páoTi£, 11%, 
paxaipa, 413, ТІ? 7), 
peyadwotvn, 13, 81, 
uéyas, gu ОИ) то 55, r^, 


шешу, 613: 18, gl, 1176, 
ЕМО 1\4, 2°, 61, 600, по? 


* ИО с, 6. 10, 6®, 2 19. 11. 15. 17. 


pép opua, 89 [Paul]. 
меу, 17, 
то! 33, 1155, 1.2% 10. 11, 
pév ойу, 711, 84, 9l. 
i nu 25 Io 1227, (Ы 14, 
мерісә, 72. 
ИН 2 д!? 
шёроѕ, 95. 
* uweorrevw, 617, 
А АШ T 910, 12** [Paul]. 
uécos, 212 
perá: genit. 252 5% qe. o IOS 


II? 1, 1214. 17. x 


ү 317. 23. 25, 
accused 7”, gio (LXX), 
8. 27. 1015-16. 26, 
* uerd@eots, 717, 115, 124, 
pera NauBávo, 67, 1219, 
t uerauéNogat, 721, 
метдуоюа, 61-8, 1217, 
perarlOnut, 717, 115. 
* uerémevra, 1217, 
ueréxu, 21%, 613, 713, 
ТОО (LXX) Св, 
* детріотабешу, 5°. 
мёхр‹, Oe B Om 124, 
u) (28 times). 
t илде, 1219, 
unõels, 107, 


-t 
ж 
TS 
~ I. 
= 
о 
кд 
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илїттоте, 21, т, Д. gin 
ume, 9 [Paul]. 
ите, 7°. 
pialvw, 1215, 
T шкрёѕ, 83, 10%, 
pipéopat, I 3. 
шилт, 615 [Paul]. 
шшиђско, 29 (LXX), 812 (LXX), 
Io! (LXX), 11. 
T шоёо, 19. 
* шабатобовіа, 22 1095, 11%, 
* uobarodérns, 118, 


s 2. 5. 8. 18. 20. 23 g% 23 
, , 


pynpovedw, 1115: 2°, 131, 
porxds, 13%. 
T povoyerys, 1117, 
póvov, 019, 122 (LX X). 
póvos, 9f. 
ибо xos, 912 19, 
* uveAós, 412, 
pupiás, 127°, 
Movoíjs, 32 3.5.18, 7M. 85, 0919, 10%, 
11%- i 1221, 


vekpós, 652, 914.17, 1119. 35 1320, 
vexpéw, 1112 [Paul]. 
véos, 1274, 
* рефов, 121. 
viymis, 513, 
робо, 113, 
* vótos, 128. 
* уонобетеш, 711, 85. 
vóuos, 75 12. 16.19.28 84.10 (LXX), 
919 22 101. 8. 16. (T N X ) 38, 
vv, 28, 89, 095. 24, 1119, 12%, 
ЛЛ O° Us qu. 929. 
(Ge, 117, 


* ушбрбе, 511, 612, 


tevitw, 132, 
Eevos, 117%, 13%, 
Enpds, 1179, 


6 (7, тб) (170 times). 
* буко$, 12}. 
0865, 319 (LXX), 9°, 10%, 
Әбеу, 2, 31, 725, 89, 918, 1119. 
olkos, 3 2 (LXX)? 45 (LKX): 8% 
(LXX) (LXX), IOS SPEI 
olkovuévn, 19, 25, 
оіктіршбе, 1023 [Paul]. 
óACyos, 121? 
*t ЗАсүшрео, 125. 
*t ФХобрейо, 1175. 
Т блокаитоно, 10° 8, 
0Xos, 35. 
duviw, 31 (LX X)!8, 48 (LXX), 6- 
16 22 (LXX). 
2 ОЛ. 45,75 
биогбо, 217, 
био, 971, 
диоХоуео, 1", 13.5 
биоХоуүіа, 31, 415, 107, 
буєідіс иб, 1035, ТИТРАНТ, 
буора, 14, 212 "EOS бт, 
бт, 11%. 
ётоу, 6%. 0!°, I0", 
dors, 2 P 
брдо, 25, S (EX) ОТТІ 12.4 
13°, 
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To а: * тарабегунатісш, 68. 
А дреүш, I " [T]. T тарабеуошой, 129. 
ips ópÓós, E Я maparréouat, 1219: 25, 
ӛрісш, 41. " таракаЛеш, з лал тз 
UL d Р ; mapaxrnots, o E 11”. 
posla, 720. 21. 28, таракол, 2? [Pau 
bpos, 8 (LXX), 11%, 120b XN) mapaXauiávo, 1275, 
a (75 times). ТЕ тараХдо, 12^. 
Fos, 7°”. Е тарадеуш, 7”. 
баов, 15, 2100 М, TEM SO Oe io, mapamikpalvu, a 
(LXX). *t таратікрасшбҳ, 3515, 
ботёоу, 1 r^. T "- * таратіттш, 68. 
boris, 2 ,8* 29-9 os тү: Т3 |" mapa TA nalo 21, 
óc Qs, i ; * тарарёо, 2 
örar, үг: тарафёро, 155 
ӨЛЕ; d Puy д w уйшп, p deis тд тарби, 121; rà та 
Т ; Neo póvra, 13°. 
ee 11. 12 "eh p 19 13. 14, 18.19. mapeuSoNj, 11%, 131+ 13, 
$ x га. t таретібушов, 11! [P]. 
00 1, І таріңш, 1217. 
ov (50%) (61 times). arn DIS 
Totum S 7, ПОТ 15:8. t тароҒиа,6б5, 1074, 
45. 9} 13. 5, 108 (ЕХ), 13° A 45 Д 1019: 35 
oióels, 2°, 618, 7114. 19, ү, du 
eed 107 МЕ таси, 21, Te xh ae I 
obxért, uo татр, I 9n ? (LXX) cy 
E 2^ ae MP kde 14. 16, gu 81, (LXX), 710, 99 ( LXX), I I, 22 9 
ON M dg (?). * татрархия, 7°. 
лю, 2°; 12°. warps, 1144 
oùpavés, 19 (LXX), 4M, 7%, 8!,| тайоша, 102. 
(хх S ОЕ у , теібә, 29 (LXX) 65 тлі 
XX) “лей p 
obros (43 times). OMNE" тєра, 218, 39 (LXX) АЕ 
обта5), Беа apo 1O™ тераси: M 
1223 тераз, 615. 
obxl, 1M, S и " тері: genit. 25 ДЗ EE PNE 
деле, о 62 Қр 19% (LXX) d: (peor (LXX) 
n 
manua a IQ T төнеді M [ Paul 
жабып No (LXX) 5 zu о PE 1187 ш 
я sewn 125 [Paul]. | Жар жын 9i. 
Tadevw, 12^ (LXX) * а пєрікєцшах, 52, 121, 
d 2 (LXX) Sp пєрітатёо, 13°. 
пала, I* 
ш 0 11 (LXX), 8%. MIR ©, Zi 
TaN, 158.045.7513. с> бүр та 2513? (Paull 
* gravi yvpis, i2 “тарууиш, 83, 
tmavreMjs, A таћікоѕ, 7% [Paul]. 
тартодбеу, 94. Т mxpla, 1215, 
mávrore, 7°. тірш, 61. 


тарф: accus. fF? (LXX), 2? (LXX) Cru оа 

Жы Ge Tiii qoe тістей, 43, 118. 
mapáfacts, 2^ A [Paul]. тісті, 42, 61° 2, 022: S. (X X) 99, 
тарадоАЯ, 9°, [Il« S- 4.5.6.7... 9. 11. 13. 17, ЭЯ 21, 06: 
wapa*yivouat, on 23. 24. 27. 28, 99, 30; 31. 28. $9, 12°, 135 


INDEXES 


тісто оо тое тті; 
jue ЗЕ pep 1179; 
5, 9* [Paul]. 

Du ТЖ, 
т\ўӨоз, 112, 

t 7À966vo, 614, 
тАлрофоріа, 61, 10?? [Paul]. 
тАойто5, 11%, 


туедиа, 17 (EXX) ^ 2055411060 
g& M, 1015. 29, 29. 23 
тош, 19-97 (EXX. ER Nun 


85 (LXX)? (LXX), 10% Шер 
(LXX) ПІЛ ERE ESCONDE 
13* (LXX) 17. 19. 21, 
токо, 24, 13°. 
толу (of Christ), 139 
тӨХемов, 1134, 
mS SII 81222 та 
t ronirns, 811, 
то\\акис, 67, 9? 28, 1911, 
* rodvuepas, 11, 
тоз, 219, 51, 928, 1032, 129. 15. 25, 
* rodurpérus, 11, 
тёӧра, 019 [Paul]. 
movnpós, 312, 1022, 
тбрут, 1131, 
Tópvos, 1216, 134 
t móppwðev, 1113, 
тдаов, 9H, 10%, 
тота, 1% 18, 
тоб, 11%, 
торо, 2212€. 
T moss, 113, 28, 1013 1213, 
T pG^yua, 618, 10 11), 
трето, 29 7%) 
adde 112 ( plur.). 
mpigw, 1157 
wpd, 115, 
Tpoá^yc, 718, 
трбВатоу, 13%, 
mpoprérw, 11%, 
wpddnros, 7!* [T]. 
трбброшов, 679, 
троерб, 47. 
m pó0eats, 9°. 
жтрбкешал, 618, 121° 3, 


* 


* 


* 


pbs: accus. 1728 1, 211, 418, gld 
14, 611, уз, оз% (LXX), 1016 
(LXX), 118, [2% 19.1 1318, 
* троса уорєбо, 510, 
тровдехоша, ТОЗ?, 1155, 
es UE. ЖаН тонауы) 


12/5 
тровефхошо, 13/5 
тросехо, 21, 713, 
трбокачров, 11%, 
тровкууем, 19 (LXX), 1111, 


17 
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*t тросоҳе со, 31% 17, 


тростібдзш, 1219, 

* прбсфатоѕ, 10%. 

тросфёри, 0.5.7, 70, 83.4 07.9. 14. 
22.28 pol. 2 8. 11: 12 руё. d 127. 


просфорё, 10° (LXX) > (LXX) n 
14. 18 


* 


mpdaxvets, 1178, 

mpdcwmov, 07%, 

трбтеров, 49, 77, 10%. 

троф)тт5, 1), 112%, 

трштоу, 77. 

трдтоз, 87 13, gl 2.8.8 15.18. 10), 

трототбкиаа, 1218, 

тротбтоков, 19, 1128, 122, 

WVAH, 1317, 

тир, I (LXX), тол, тіз, 
(І.ХХ). 


т, 23, 


ж 


1218. 29 


"PaáB, 115, 
paBdos, 18 (LXX), o: », n2 (Б.ХХ). 
рацо 0175199211 
бата б, 12“ [Р]; 
phua, 15, 65, 115, 1219, 
t pita, 12%, 


* caBBaricuds, 42. 
саХейш, 1226-27 
i Хали, 7^ 9, 
T сёл\тіуё, 1219. 
t Xauovíj^, 1182, 
* Zauyov, 115, 
cápkwos, 718 [Paul]. 
сар, 214, 51, 910.18 10%, 129. 
Záppa, 111, 
aBévvvya, 11%, 
T ocio, 1225, 
auctor, 2*. 
e?uepoy, 1° (LXX), 3% (LXX) 9. € 
(БАХТАХ), SS (LKKI TS 
Zu, 124: 
скебоѕ, g?l, 
сктру, 82.5, 92. 8. 8. 8. 11. 21, 119, 1310, 
ax, 85, то, 
+ ск\лурфәо, ВЕД 
omepua, 2190111 18 (LXX). 
ттї\ал‹о>», 1138, 
стодбѕ, 918, 
атоубасо, 41, 
стод, 611, 
* стбшуоѕ, 94. 
aTácis, 98. 
cTavpós, 121, 
aTevágo, 1317, 
orepeds, 51214, 


T eredavóo, 27 9 [Т]. 
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TTOLX ELOY, a 
отба, 115+ 8 
+ су, ur 8. 10,11, 12. 
711. 21, 85, 107 3 1118, БҰЛ 
* суукакогҳёо, 11%. 
оукердуууш, 47 [каш 
суүкХтроубшов, 119. 
* cuuTrabéw, 415, 10%, 
суицферо, 1219, 
towavráo, 7119, 
* сууатбФААуш, 1121, 
* guvdéw, 133. 
ouveldynots, 9% 14, 10% 22, 1318, 
* guvemipaprupéw, 24, 
cuvrérera, 9%, 
T ouvreréw, 88, 
т t exebóv, 922, 
soiw, Т^. 
сша, 10° (LXX) ао; 
owrnpla, 114, 25-19 59, 65 GST 


t таға, 56-10, 6%, gil. 17, 
тайро$, 9%, 
тахшоу, 13 lo. э, 
тё, 13, 261 | 4n, 1.7. M. 62. 4.5.19, 

85, д 2. 9. 19. 10%, 1132, 122, 
reixos, 119, 
те\є:оѕ, 514, 911, 
р 6! 7 Paul]. 
техебо, 210, 5°, Ұлыған 
LI 12%, 

treAeloats, 711, 

* reXewwris, 127, 
TeAevráco, 117%, 
réXos, 39 14, 6% 11, 78, 
Tépas, 2 

T reccapdxovra, 3% 17, 
rexvirns, 111% (God). 
THALKOUTOS, 2°. 
тібуш, 12 13 (LXX), 109 (LXX). 
тіктш, 67. 
тил, 2^ (LX X)$, 3% s*. 
Tipos, 134. 
Тилб0еов, 13%. 

*riuwpla, 107%, 
ris, 113, 26 (LXX), 316 17. 18 13 

!" p 125 ae LXXI 

ris, 20 (LXX)9, 3% 12 13 


16 132, 

rovyapoüv, 12! [Paul]. 

тойууу, 13'*. 

TotoUros, 79, 81, 1114, 12$, 1316, 
* rouwrepos, 417, 

Tómos, 81, 118, 1217, 

тотодтоѕ, 14, 47, 72, 10%, 121, 

тӛте, 10% (LXX) ?, 12%, 


21. 12, s d 614, 


Io M, 


1. 6. 7. 
, , 


INDEXES 


топ: шіп. 215, 615, 
(LXX) 11°: 

* rpá'yos, on 13.19. [of 
, трётеќа, 9 2, 
SUE ed 413. 

Ї rpets, 10°, 
трех», 121, 
TplfgoXos, 68. 

* rplunvos, 11%. 
трбтоб, 135, 
трофӯ, 51%: 14, 


то (LXX)? 


si Tpoxed, 1 2H 


Tvyxávco, 89, 11%, 
* ruuravitw, 11%. 
T т0то5, 8°, 


йбор, 919, 1072, 
t verds, 67. 
vlés: (Christ), 1*9(LXX)S, 35, 
4% 55. (LXX)8, 65, 73 28, 109: 
GO 26. (LXX) "^ 75, rrj 22, 24, 
ТРО: 
Umets (34 times). 
T Әдуеш, 217, 
(тако, 55. 
Отакобо, 99, 118. 
+ фтариз, 10%. 
‚ трд, Tone 
* brelkw, 121. 
Т ітеуаутіоз, 107 [Paul]. 
тёр: genit. 29.0651 60 "o co^ 
1077, 137: accus, 422 
drepdves, 9°. 
тб: genit. 23, 34, 5419, 77, 919, 
ee 125 (LXX). 
бтббегура, 44, 85, 0%, 
T irokárw, 28. 
ùmouévw, 109, 1273 7: 
?тоцоуй, 1036, 121, 
T 0тотббіоу, 113, 1013, 
irécracts, 18, 31%, r1! [Paul]. 
t тостеХХо, 10°, 
* отостоћђ, 1099, 
T отострёфо, 71, 
vrordcow, 2* 8 (LXX), 127. 
toowros, 9°. 
borepéw, 41, 1177, 121%, 
бетєро$ (Фвтероу), 121, 
оуб, 19, 776, 
t Фулотов, 71. 


Qaílvo (puvóueva), 112, 
фауєрбо, 99: 

* Фаута(о, 1221, 

Papaw, 11%, 

феро, 15, 61.00, 12”, 135 
pevryw, 11”. 


INDEXES 


onul, 85. 

diraderdla, 131. 

фӘогеніа, 132 [Paul]. 
t фХдЕ, 17. 

фовеооланаын TIS A LXX). 
ae G TO үз 

póßos, 215, 

póvos, 117, 

фріссш, 11% [Раш]. 
Ip 


tt фео, 1219, 
фе»), 3% (LXX) 5 (LXX) 4 
(LXX), 197939. 
gurifw, 64, 1092, 


pape тоз өтт, 

* Характтр, 13, 

wens, 29 (тол), 415 Того 
139. 25, 

x€^os, 1112, 1355 (LXX). 
Eo I" (LXX) 2 (DXX) 625 

DEREN) Conte TN 

Хеіротоіттов, 911: 24, 
хеіршеу, 107%, 

* xepovBelv, 9°. 
жесіп, 515,715. ТОР, 


П. SUBJECTS 


Aaron, 63 f. 

Abbott, E. A., 67. 

Abel, xlii, 163 f., 218 f. 

Ablutions, 75, 144 f. 

Abraham, xv, 37, 85 f., 168 f., 224. 

Access to God, xliif., 60, 125, 143f., 
219. 

Adjectives, Ix. 

Aeschylus, 29, 66, 134. 

Age, old, 72. 

Agriculture, metaphors from, 81. 

Alexandrian Church, its attitude to- 
wards “ Hebrews,” xviii f. 

Alford, 212. 

Alliteration, Ix, 57, 101, 199, 216, 
etc. 
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